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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Food stamp administrators have an ongoing need for information about what kinds of

people participate in the Food Stamp Program, what conditions motivate them to apply for

benefits, how long they will participate, and what circumstances allow them to become

independent of assistance. Such knowledge is important not only in establishing budgets and

staffing levels, but also in designing policies to help food stamp recipients achieve self-

sufficiency.

The analysis reported here is intended to contribute to the growing body of research on

the dynamics of food stamp participation. The data source is the Survey of Income and Program

Participation (SIPP), a national longitudinal survey. The SIPP collects monthly data on a sample

of households over a period of nearly three years, through interviews conducted at four-month

intervals. The present research uses the 1984 SIPP panel, which covers a period from late 1983

to early 1986. The analysis uses respondents' reports of whether they received food stamps

during each four-month interview interval, together with selected demographic characteristics

of individuals and their households.

mghnghts

* People that enter the Program tend to receive food stamps for
relatively brief periods. Of all recipients that enter tho Food Stamp
Program, haft leave the program in six months or less and two-thirds
within one year. Averaging in some people who my for very long spells,
the mean length of time that people receive food stamps is somewhat less
than two years.

* Many people stop receiving food stamps for a period and then return
to the prokq'mn. Somewhat more than one-third of ali recipients who
stopped receiving food stamps began receiving them again within one
year.

· Earned income is a _ factor in pa ' 'rtaapationpatm'm. Most
new food stamp households _ some earnings shortly before entering the
program. A decline in a household member's earnings is the most
common event associated with beginning a food stamp spell, and an
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increase in earnings most often accompanies the end of the spell.
Households that have earnings when they begin receiving food stamps are
able to leave the program more quickly. Households that have earnings
when they leave the program axe less likely to return.

* The food stamp recipient population is made up of groups with quite
distinct participation patterns.

- Most new food stamp recipients are in households that contain
at least two adults and at least one child. Participation patterns
for the food stamp population as a whole (cited above) largely
reflect this group's experiences, because it includes 71 percent of
ali new recipients.

- One-adult households with children show the most persistent
dependency patterns. This group, accounting for 14 percent of
new recipients, has the longest food stamp spells and the highest
recidivism rate.

- Able-bodied, chfidiess adults have the shortest spells of food,
stamp participation and among the lowest recidivism rates.
This group is especially likely to begin participating after a drop
in earnings and to stop after an earnings gain. Fewer than one in
ten new recipients are in this group.

- The aged and disabled have relatively iongfood stamp spells,
but once they leave the program they are least likely to return.
This group accounts for just seven percent of new food stamp
recipients.

· Among people not receiving food stamps, children and high school
dropouts are especially likely to participate. Children am more than
twice az likely to start receiving food stamps as able-bodied childless
adults, and four times as likely as elderly and disabled childless adults.
Members of households with no high school graduates are nearly three
times as likely to begin _receivingfood stamps as people with at least one
high school graduate (or equivalency degree) in the household.



Trigger Events for Food Stamp Spells

Why do people enter the Food Stamp Program? One way to address this question is to

examine changes in household circumstances that occur just before people begin receiving food

stamps. This approach is not definitive, however. For example, a household may gain a new

infant and shortly afterward begin receiving food stamps, but one cannot be certain that the new

arrival, rather than some other factor, caused the family to apply for assistance. Nonetheless,

this approach has proven useful in studying the onset of dependency on food stamps and Aid to

Families with Dependent Children (AFDC).

Three kinds of events are hypothesized as "triggers" for a spell of food stamp

participation:

* Loss of household income. A household is considered to have lost

income if its total income for a four-month SIPP reporting period has
declined at least $400 from the prior period. A loss may result from a
decline in earnings or unearned income for one or more household
members, or from the departure of a household member with income.

. Increase in needs. A household is considered to have increased needs if

it gains a member who has no income. The new member may be an
infant, normally representing a new birth, or may be any other person
added to the household.

· New receipt of cash assistance. A household might apply for food
stamps not because its circumstances changed, but because it obtained new
information about the program or about the household's possible
eligibility. Because a new AFDC or General Assistance recipient might
be given such information, the beginning of such an assistance spell
without any reported loss of income or increase in needs is a potential
trigger event.

Overall, 82 percent of ali individuals who began a food stamp spell experienced one or

more of the three kinds of trigger events. The frequency of the events is summarized in

Exhibit 1.

A sharp decline in earnlnjs was by far the most common event. _ occurred for

53 percent of all persons beginning a food stamp spell. Another 18 percent lost income in some
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other way, most commonly through a reduction in unearned income or the departure of a

household member with ea.mings.

Fewer new food stamp recipients had experienced a recent increase in needs. Ten

percent had a new infant, and 8 percent had seen some other person without income added to

the household. Five percent of the new food stamp recipients did not have an observed loss in

income or increase in needs, but had recently begun receiving cash assistance.

This general characterization applies well to households with two or more adults and at

least one child. Other subgroups show some interesting differences in trigger events, however.

· Most new food stamp recipients (79 percent) were in households with
some earnings in the period before entering the program. Among these
people, nearly two-thirds experienced a decline in earnings just before
getting food stamps.

· A recent decline in unearned income was relatively common among
new recipients in households with no earnings during the pre-food
stamp period, with 23 percent experiencing this event. About 9 percent
of the new recipients had just begun receiving cash assistance. Overall,
however, trigger events were found for only 54 percent of those without
earnings in the pre-food stamp period.

· Among households made up entirely of aged or disabled adults, only 50
percent experienced any of the trigger events. Many of these
households are presumably responding to factors that are either not
measured in SIPP or occurred before the 8-month time frame considered
here.

· Single-adult families with children were the group most likely to have
a new Infant In the household, with this event occuring for 17 percent
of the recipients. Even in this group, however, a decline in earnings
occurred for more than half of the new recipients.

Trigger events do not automatically lead to food stamp participation. Among the

population examined here (in&vid-si, with incomes below 300 percent of the poverty line), ju_

three percent of those who experienced a trigger event began receiving food stamps shortly

therafter. Some groups seem particularly vulnerable, however. Members of households with

le,
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no high school graduates, one-adult households with children, and households with no

earnings were more likely to begin receiving food stamps after a trigger event. These

groups may be living closer to the financial margin and be less able to cope with the strain

imposed by the trigger event.

Duration of Food Stamp Spells

Once individuals begin receiving food stamps, how long do they participate? We address

this question by examining the number of consecutive months' of food stamp receipt reported

in the SIPP.

The median food stamp spell in the SIPP data is six months long -- that is, half of all

new recipients stop receiving food stamps in six months or less. Two-thirds of the spells end

within one year, while one-r_.h last more than two years. A mean spell length cannot be

calculated directly from thc SIPP data because the time frame is too short to observe the longest

spells in their entirety. Based on the available data, however, the mean spell length is estimated

at 22 months.

Different subgroups participate for dramatically different lengths of time, as illustrated

in Exhibit 2. Among the striking patterns:

* Individuals in households that have some earnings when they begin
receiving food stamps have comparatively short spells. Their median
spell is just five months, and their mean spell is estimated at 14 months.

· Households with no earnings at the time they enter the program
receive food stamps for more than twice as long as those with
earnings. Their median is about 10 months, and the mean stay on the
program is 30 months.

· One-adult families with children stay on food stamps the longest. The
median spell for these new recipients is 11 months, while the mean is 38
months.

t Certain analytic adjustments are made to tho data as reported in the SlPP. In particular,
one-month gaps in the reported food stamp receipt am assumed to be reporting error, and it is
assumed that the household participated in the missing month.
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· Able-bodied, childless adults have the shortest spells. Nearly half leave
the program within four months. The median is 5 months and the mean
stay is under 14 months.

These patterns, which reflect the diversity of the food stamp population, have important

implications for initiatives aimed at helping recipients attain serf-sufficiency, such as employment

and training programs. For example, most recipients who begin with earnings will leave in a

very few months; a cost-effective program for these people would have to operate quickly and

be relatively inexpensive. In contrast, a program aimed at single-adult families with children

could operate over a longer period at a higher cost and still potentially be cost-effective.

Trigger Events for Food Stamp Closures

Why do people leave the Food Stamp Program? To address this question, we again

consider trigger events--that is, changes in peoples' household circumstances that occur just

before they stop receiving food stamps. The prevalence of these trigger events is summarized

in Exhibit 3.

· Increased earnings of household members is the single most common
trigger event. An earned income increase of $400 or more between two
four-month periods was reported for 57 percent of the recipients whose
cases closed.

* In comparison, other trigger events were rarely associated with food
stamp closures. The departure of a household member without income,
which reduces the family's need, occurred for about 12 percent of the
individuals leaving food stamps. Increases in unearned income occurre_
for 11 percent. Only occasionally does a closure occur after a new person
with income enters the household (5 percent). Death, institutionalization,
emigration, or _ into the armed services (events which remove the '
individual from the sample as well as from the Food Stamp Program)
accounted for about 4 percent of program exits.

These patterns generally characterize the experiences of multiple-adult households with

children and of able-bodied childless adults. Other subgroups show different patterns, however:
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Exhibit 3
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· Aged and disabled persons are the only group for which most case
closures are not accompanied by an increase in earnings. This group's
closures are typically associated with death, instimtionaliT_ation and related
events (26 percenO, or with an increase in unearned income such as Social
Security (24 percenO.

· For one-adult households with children, 12 percent of the closures
followed the entry of a new household member with earnings. This
was much higher than the rate for any other group, though still much
lower than the frequency of increased earnings.

Overall, 81 percent of the individuals whose food stamp spells were observed to end in

the SIPP data experienced one or more of these trigger events. This is about the same as the

pattern seen for spell beginnings. As with spell beginnings, many food stamp spells ended with

no observed trigger event, and many trigger events occurred to food stamp recipients who did

not immediately terminate.

Nearly all of the trigger events were more likely to lead to a program exit for

recipients in households with earnings than for recipients without earned income. Those

without earned income, who am presumably farther from serf-sufficiency, may require larger

changes to be able to leave the program.

Recidivism

After people stop receiving food stamps, how many return to the program and how

quickly?



likely to reopen than those without earnings, but the difference is not so dramatic as some other

earniags/non-eamings comparisons.

Overview

From the preceding findings we can draw a picture of the most common type of new

food stamp recipient. This recipient is part of a household that includes at least two adults as

well as one or more children. The household had earnings before applying for food stamps, and

applied for food stamps after those earnings declined sharply. The individual receives food

stamps for six months, at which time an increase in household earnings occurs and thc household

leaves the program. The individual does not receive food stamps again for at least a year.

The food stamp recipient population is not monolithic, however, and three other

important recipient types can be identified. One-adult households with children show the

strongest pattern of prolonged and repeated dependency. Childless adult households tend to

leave the program quickly and not return. Aged and disabled recipients, with long spells and

low recidivism, are the only group for which movement on and off the program has little to do

with fluctuations ia earned income. These distinctive subgroups establish a complex

environment for the formulation of food stamp policy.
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CHAFFER ONE

INTRODUCTION

The past decade has seen the emergence of a growing body of research on the dynamics

of participation in assistance programs in general, and in the Food Stamp Program in particular.

An important theme of this research is that food stamp recipients form a heterogenous population

with widely varying patterns of participation. An understanding of these patterns is essential for
ff

developing policies that will enable recipients to achieve economic serf-sufficiency.

Four research questions of particular interest in this regard are:

* What circumstances lead people to enter the Food Stamp Program?

. How long do households and individuals tend to receive food stamps?

· What circumstances lead people to leave the program?

· How do participation patterns vary by specific demographic characteristics
(e.g., age, education, household composition, attachment to the labor
force)?

These questions have important policy implications. If many recipients of a particular type

normally exit the program after only a few months of food stamps, then it is probably not

efficient to enroll them in employment and training programs. Conversely, it is valuable to

know what types of recipients stay on the rolls for a year or more, and whether their eventual

exits are associated with events that could be influenced by program policy.

These same questions were addressed in a report by Burstein and Visher (1989). That

report used two nationally representative data sources: an administrative data base which

covered a sample of food stamp cases receiving benefits between October 1980 and December

1983; and an extract from the Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSID), cons'ming of annual

data on a sample of households from 1973 to 1983. These two data bases had complemeum_

advantages and shortcomings. The adminim_'ve data measured parti_ on a monthiy

basis, which is the appropriate time unit for analyzing the dymunics of a program that pays

monthly benefits. Furthermore, these data were free from recall error (although like most data,
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they were subject to transcription error). On the other hand, the administrative data pertain only

to households receiving food stamps. Hence the circumstances of households in the months

immediately prior to entry or subsequent to exit could not be observed.

The PSID, in contrast, collects data on recipients and nonrecipients alike. Its primary

disadvantages are that information is available only on an annual basis; _ and that reported

receipt of food stamps is likely to understate actual receipt.

Analyses presented in this report use data from the 1984 panel of the Survey of Income

and Program Participation (SIPP). 'I'ne SIPP has features in common with both of the data bases

mentioned above? Bach panel collects monthly data on a sample of households over a period

of nearly three years, in this case running from the latter part of 1983 to the early part of 1986,

interviewing all members aged 15 and older every four months. _['nus, these data support both

subannual analysis of food stamp receipt and investigations of circumstances surrounding Food

Stamp Program exits and entrances. The disadvantages of the SlPP--which are inherent in this

type of data-are that the time period covered is too short to observe households' participation

for more than two or three years; that the number of food stamp recipients in the sample is

limited to a few thousand; and that the data axe subject to some degree of recall error and

systematic undetreporting. Despite these negative character/atica the SIPP data are of great

value in adding to our understanding of the dynamics of participation in the Food Stamp

Program.

In the chapters that follow, we present answers to each of the above _h questions

based on households' responses to this survey. As shown in _xhibit 1.1, the population

examined varies in a fundamental way among the analyses. For studying circumstances leading

people to enter the Food Stamp Program, the sample consists of poor and near-poor

m

_t waves of PSID data !ave collecled more detailed monthly _. No attempt
was msd_ to use these monthly _ because they were only avnihhle for the last year or two
of the extract, and because recall error was expected to be a major problem for monthly data
collec_ from annual _ves.

:A detailed description of the SIPP data and the extracts used in this report may be found
in Appendix A.



Exhibit 1.1

ANALYSIS SAMPLES

ResearchQuestion ConceptualSample

What circumstances lead people to Poor and near-poor non-recipients
enter the Food Stamp Program?

How long do households and Households and individuals
individuals tend to receive food stamps? beginning food stamp spells

What circumstances lead people to Current recipients
leave the program?

nonrecipients. For determining the length of time households and individuals tend to receive

food stamps, the sample consists of new entrants during thc observation period. Those who

were already receiving food stamps at the time the survey began are excluded (unless they left

and reentered the program). This part of the analysis thus addresses the question, "Of the next

100 persons who walk into a food stamp office, how many will be on the Program for one

month, two months, three months, and so on?* Finally, the analysis of circumstances leading

people to leave the Food Stamp Program focuses on ongoing food stamp recipients, including

those who were receiving benefits at the time the survey began.
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CHAPTER TWO

CIRCUMSTANCES SURROtEVDING FOOD STAMP SPELL BEGINNINGS

This chapter addresses the question of what circumstances are associated with people

starting to receive food stamps. While loss or decrease of earnings is by far the most common

occurrence, there turn out to be marked variations in patterns from one subgroup of individuals

to another, depending on labor force status, education, and household composition.

Analysis of Trigger Events

In their seminal work on the dynamics of AFDC receipt, Bane and F,llwood (1983) used

the PSID to explore the circumstances that lead families to enter the AFDC program. Their

approach was to examine all households that began a spell of AFDC receipt, and determine how

many had recently experienced a marital dissolution, loss of earnings, and other "trigger events";

that is, changes in household circumstances that could be expected to lead to a spell beginning.

They thus calculated the probability that households beginning a spell of AFDC experienced a

trigger event.

This dynamic approach, which links _ in household circumstances with

in recipiency status, was a step forward from earlier work which simply related current receipt

to current household circumstances. The underlying presumption is that a household that

experiences a major change (e.g., a divorce) will either maintain its independence by some

adaptation, or else require weffare almost at once.

While these conditional probabilities provide useful information, their interpretation is

enhanced if they can be compared with the corresponding conditional probabilities for eligible

households that did not enter the Food Stamp Program. When we compare the percentage of

individuals experiencing a trigger event among those Who enter the Food Stamp Program to the

percentage of people experiencing the same event among those who did not begin receiving food

stamps, we learn to what extent the trigger event is associated with an entry.
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Another way to gauge the importance of the hypothesized trigger event is to calculate the

probability of beginning to receive food stamps conditional on the event occurring. Suppose,

for example, that about 2 percent of all individuals not receiving food stamps in one period begin

a spell of food stamps in the next period. If the proportion of individuals beginning a spell is

much higher than 2 percent for people who have experienced a particular event, then we can

identify the event as a trigger.

It is tempting to interpret trigger events as causes of food stamp beginnings. In general,

this interpretation is not justified. By a cause, we mean a factor which, if it alone were altered,

would change the outcome. But the events precipitating a successful food stamp application are

likely to be a series rather than a single occurrence. For example, a household head may suffer

a work-related injury that causes him or her to lose his job; collect unemployment insurance for

some months; and then apply for food stamps. It is probably a m_mingless question whether

the spell of food stamp receipt was "caused" by the injury, the job loss, or the exhaustion of

unemployment benefits. For this reason, it is appropriate to interpret the association of trigger

events with food stamp spell beginnings as descriptive rather than causal.

DeFmition of Trigger Events and the Population at Risk

The events that will lead to a food stamp sped beginning are of three general types.

First, an individual may have suffered a loss of household income. The lost income may be of

various types, e.g. wages, unemployment insurance benefits, or other unearned income. An

individual may lose income through a decline in his or her own personal income, through

departure from the household of the person who had the income, or through a decrease in

income to other people who are still in the household. A household is clef'modsimply as a group

of people living at one address at a given point in time. For convenience, we say that an earner

has departed from an individual's household whenever it is true that they no longer live together;

but in fact, it may be the individual who has moved out while the earner stayed behind. Death

of a household member with income is included as one form of a departure.

The second type of event that could lead to a food stamp spell beginning is an increase

in needs. The instances that we analyze here are the birth of a baby (or to be precise, the
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addition of an infant to the household) and ihe addition of other people to the household who do

not have any income of their own. One can imagine other increases in needs that could lead to

food stamp spell beginnings--such as rent increases, price increases, and medical emergencies--

but the SIPP data are not suited for measuring these.

Yet a third type of trigger event is a gain of information. Individuals may be

circumstantially eligible for food stamps for months or years before applying. Some begin to

receive some form of cash assistance such as AFDC or SSI, and then begin to receive food

stamps at about the same time. It is a plausible inference that these people have received

information or encouragement about applying for food stamps from the administrators of the

cash assistance programs. But again, individuals may gain information about the Food Stamp

Program in ways that are not captured by the SIPP--e.g., through networks of family and

friends, or through outreach programs by the agency or by local advocacy groups.

There axe dangers in identifying potential trigger events either too broadly or too

narrowly. A broad def'mition (e.g., an income loss of any size occurring any time within the

past three years) will be associated with a large number of spell beginnings. Yet the probability

of an opening for individuals experiencing this event may be no higher than the unconditional

probability of opening for all individuals. Such a definition would therefore not be useful.

Conversely, a very narrow definition (e.g., a major income loss within the past few

months) may be associated with a relatively high conditional probability of opening, in that a

relatively large proportion of people who experienced the event began to receive food stamps.

Yet the event may be so rare that it is associated with only a small percentage of all food stamp

spell beginnings. The operational definitions of trigger events must avoid both extremes.

A key decision in this regard was to focus on the four-month data collection period used

in the SIPP, known as a wave, rather than on the individual month, as the unit of analysis. This

decision was influenced by two factors. First, we have more confidence in the food stamp

recipiency data for four-month reference periods than for individual months. ! Second, it seems

_The reliability of the SIPP data is discussed in Appendix A.
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plausible that the lags between changes in household circumstances and food stamp recipiency

would be on the order of several months, rather than a single month.

As a consequence, a food stamp opening is defined here as receipt of food stamps in

a four-month reporting period, or wave, when no food stamps were received in the

precedinll wave. A person in the sample may contribute as many as five observations to this

analysis, corresponding to the possibilities of a food stamp opening ia Waves 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8)

A trigger event may have occurred either in the wave of opening or in the preceding wave.

Suppose, for example, that a person who loses a job in Wave 5 begins food stamp receipt in

Wave 6. Depending on whether the job was lost near the beginning or near the end of Wave

5, the major decrease in earned income may occur between Waves 4 and 5, or alternatively

between Waves 5 and 6. Hence, a decrease ia eamiags ia either of these time frames is consid-

ered to be a possible trigger for a food stamp opening ia Wave 6. The minimum loss of income

between waves that is deemed to be a potential trigger event is $400, corresponding to a change

in income of $100 per month. The relationship between income losses of various sizes and the

probability of beginning a food stamp spell is discussed in detail in Appendix B.

Some individuals are so unlikely to have a food stamp opening that there is little or no

gain from including them in the analysis. Individuals that are already receiving food stamps in

a given wave clearly cannot begin to receive food stamps in the following wave. These person-

waves are therefore excluded from the analysis. In addition, it may reasonably be supposed that

individuals with relatively high household incomes have a sufficient rmancial cushion that even

a job loss or other major event is not likely to lead to a quick food stamp opening. Retaining

them ia the sample would attenuate measured relationships for those households with a

significant probability of beginning a food stamp spell. We have therefore eliminated higher-

income households from the sample as follows. Baseline income is measured ia the second prior

_Openings in Wave 3 and earlier cannot be analyzed because to do so would require
comparing household data from Wave 1. An idiosyncrasy of the SIPP is that data collection for
aH four months ia Wave I was based on household com_tion ia Month 5 (the first month of
Wave 2), rather than on household composition in each month of Wave 1. The data arc
therefore not comparable with those from other waves.



wave before the wave in which an opening could occur. (For example, for an opening in Wave

6, baseline income is measured in Wave 4.) If the baseline household income exceeds three

times the estimated poverty threshold, then we conclude that a food stamp opening two waves

later has a negligible probability of occurring._ The corresponding person-wave is then dropped

from the sample.

We find that in a given four-month period, nearly half of _ persons who did not receive

food stamps live in households that have income over three times the poverty threshold. Less

than two in a thousand of these individuals begin to receive food stamps two waves later, and

they account for less than eight percent of food stamp openings. The next lowest group on the

income scale, those with income between two and three times the poverty line, contribute 13

percent of food stamp openings while comprising less than a quarter of the nonrecipient

population. We retain them in the analysis sample.

The presence of significant assets could also render it virtually impossible for a household

to enter the Food Stamp Progrmn in the near future. The available data on assets are too limited

to use for constructing a cutoff for identifying ineligible households, however.

Population Subgroups

In addition to determining patterns of food stamp participation for the population at large,

it is of interest to see how these patterns vary among subgroups of the population. Some

dimensions on which important variations may occur are:

,, presence or absence of earnings;

tThe official poverty threshold m_re is based on the family, rather than the household;
varies outside tho continental United States and according to the presence of elderly individuals;
and is recalculated for each calendar year. For cxu'temtpurposes, we have simply assigned to
each household month in the sample _ average national value of tho poverty threshold for
families that are the size of that _. _ time dimension was a00ommodated by using
the average of tho publislaM values of thr-_lds for 1984 and 1985.) By thi_ rule, the annual
poverty thresholds assigned to households of size I, 2, 3, 4, and 5, for example, were $5374,
$6880, $8425, $10,799, and $12,787, respectively. The monthly thresholds were these values
divided by 12.
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· education level of household members who are not disabled or elderly;

· age and disability status; and

· presence or absence of multiple adults in households which contain
children.

Exhibit rt. 1 displaysthe subgroups used in the analyses in this report.

The population has been partitioned in three independent ways) For each partition, the

operational definitions are shown both for individuals (the level of analysis used throughout the

report) and for households (a level of analysis used in Chapter Three only). Even at the

individual level, however, subgroup def'mitions are generally based on characteristics of the

household of which the individual is a member. This is done because we assume that welfare

dynamics for individuals are driven by household circumstances.

The first partition pertains to the presence or absence of eanfings. Households are

classified according to whether or not they contain an earner. Individuals are classified

according to whether their household contains an earner. The time dimension in which the

presence of eaxnings is measured--e.g, current wave, p_g wave, current month--varies by

research question, and is noted each time subgroup results are presented.

The second partition pertains to the education of the members of the household who are

potentially in the labor force--that is, adults under the age of 60 who are not disabled. A

household that contains at least one such adult who has a high school diploma falls in the

category of high school graduates. If there axe able-bodied, non-elderly adults present, but none

with a high school diploma, then the household falls in thc category of high school dropouts.

The remaining households, in which there are no able-bodied adults under age 60, are excluded

from this partition. Individuals are again classified according to the household to which they

belong. Thus, a child in a household which includes a high school graduate is put in the

graduate subgroup, because the welfare dynamics for the child is determined in part by the

education of adult household members.

_Sample size did not permit that these partitions be interacted.
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Exhibit IL1

DEFINITIONS OF RECIPIENT SUBGROUPS

_ub_roup Household_ Individuals

Earners Households with earnings Members of such households

Nonearners Households without earnings Members of such households

· High-school graduates Households containing at least one Members of such households
non-elderly, able-bodied adult with
a high school diploma

High-school dropouts Households containing at least one Members of such households
non-elderly, able-bodied adult, but
none with a high school diploma

Able-bodied Households containing no Members of such households
childless adults children, elderly, or disabled

Elderly and disabled Households containing at least Elderly and disabled members
childless adults one elderly or disabled individual, of such households

not more than one able-bodied,

non-elderly adult, and no children

Children living Child ren living in such households

with one adult I {

Households consisting of one
adult and one or more children

Single adult living Adults living in such households
with children

Children living with Children living in such hOUseholds

more than one adult t {

Households consisting of multiple
adults and one or more children

Adults living with Adults living in such households
other adults and
children
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The final partition pertains to the demographic composition of the household. Four

household types and six individual types have been del'med. The first type of household consists

entirely of able-bodied, non-elderly, childless adults. The individuals in this subgroup are the

members of such households. The second type of household also contains no children, but

contains at least one elderly or disabled person. One able-bodied non-elderly adult may also be

present in such a household, e.g., the spouse of an elderly or disabled person. The individuals

in this subgroup are members of such households.

The remaining two household types are single-adult and multiple-adult households with

children. Four individual types have been identified corresponding to these, according to

whether the individual in question is a child or an adult living in such a household. These types

correspond approximately to one- and two-parent famih'es. We have not used the more familiar

terms, however, because the Food Stamp Program, unlike the AFDC program, does not focus

on relationships by blood or marriage. An adult who is living with a dependent child is deemed

to have parental responsibility, although that adult may he the child's aunt, grandparent, or

stepparent. Furthermore, the marital stares of adults, which is serf-reported, may be ambiguous.

We assume that the dynamics of participation by households with children are determined more

by whether multiple adults are present than by their particular legal and biological relationships

to each other and to the children.

Overall Probability of Opening

Exhibit 11.2 shows for the population as a whole and for the various subgroups the

probability that an individual who did not receive food stamps in a particular wave did receive

them in the subsequent wave. The subgroups are defined as of the baseline wave, that is, two

waves before the potential opening. A person is considered to be a member of a household with

earnings if he or she lived in a household with earnings at any time during that wave.

Faducationaland demographic classifications are determined aa of the first month of the baseline

wave. This ensures that the subgroups are defined prior to the occurrence of the putative trigger

events.
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Exhibit IL2

OVERAI.lf. PROBABlrLITy OF ENTERING THE FOOD STAMP PROGRAM
BETWEEN TWO CONSF,CUTIVE FOUR-MONTH PERIODS

Percent opening
Percent of in next four Percent of

population months openings

Earners 80.0 2.0 79.2
Noneamers 20.0 2.1 20.8

High school graduates 71.3 1.9 65.7
High school drop-outs 11.6 5.2 29.3

Able-bodied, childless 13.5 1.2 8.1
Elderly/disabled, childless 20.9 0.7 7.3
One adult living with children 2.4 3.6 4.3
Multiple adults living with children 32.9 2.2 36.0
Children living with one adult 3.6 5.5 9.8
Children living with multiple 26.7 2.6 34.5

adults

AT_L INDIVIDUALS 100.0 2.0 100.0

Source: 1984 SIPP Panel (June 1983 to june 1986).

Unweighted sample size: 75,161 observations.

Notes: 1. This table includes only individuals whose household income is less than three
times the poverty threshold income in the baseline wave (i.e., two waves before
the food stamp opening).

2. The percentages shown pertain to Waves 3 through 8 combined.

3. For definitions of population subgroups, see Exhibit II. I. High school graduate
and dropout subgroups do not sum to 100 percent of the population because
individuals in households con_g only elderly or disabled adults are excluded.
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The first column of the exhibit shows the distribution of the population among the

subgroups at the baseline wave. It is notable that only a few (6.0 percent) of these individuals

live in households consisting of a single adult with children. This is a consequence of the defini-

tion of the population at risk, namely, individuals in households with income under three times

the poverty line who are not currently receiving food stamps. Lower-income single-adult

households with children that are not already receiving food stamps are relatively rare.

For the entire population, the probability of an opening is 2 percent. This varies little

by whether or not households had earnings in the baseline wave. Marked variations are seen

with regard to the other dimensions, however. Excluding those households in which the only

adults are elderly or disabled, individuals in households which contain a high school graduate

are about as likely to commence food stamp receipt as the general population; but those in

households that contain only high school dropouts are two and one haft times as likely to do so.

The demographic subgroups also show substantial variation. The presence of children

in a household substantially increases the probability of a food stamp spell beginning: single

adults living with children are three times as likely to begin a spell as able-bodied childless

adults (3.6 versus 1.2 percent), and seven times as likely as elderly and disabled childless adults.

Furthermore, children living with one adult are twice as likely to start receiving food stamps as

children living with multiple adults (5.5 versus 2.6 percent).

The final column shows the percent of all food stamp openings coming from each

subgroup. Thus, for example, members of high school dropout households comprise only 11.6

percent of the population at risk, but because of their high entry rates account for 29.3 percent

of food stamp openings.

_Doyle (1990) _a 74;8_ participation rate (August 1985) among eligible
households _ of a single female adult with children. The numerator was based on the
Food Stamp Program Statim'cal Summary of Operations and the denominator on the 1984 and
1985 panels of the SIPP. The partic_ rate for this household type was substantially higher
than the rate for eligible households in general (59.4 percent).
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Occurrence of Trigger Events: All Recipients

Exhibit H.3 shows the occurrence of trigger events to aH individuals at risk of an

opening, and the effects of the events on the chances of a food stamp opening occurring. As

can be seen from the final line of the exhibit, over half of the nonrecipient population

experience! a trigger event of one sort or another, and these individuals then had an opening rate

of 3 percent, compared with only 2 percent for the general nonrecipient population at risk.

Looking at it froTM the opposite perspective, 80 percent of those who began to receive food

stamps experienced one or mom of the trigger events.

The first type of trigger event considerud is losses of household income. These were

subdivided into six types:

· loss or decrease of earnings to a household member;

· loss or decrease of unemployment insurance benefits to a household
member;

· loss or decrease of other unearned income to a household member;

· departure of a household member who had earnings;

· departure of a household member who had other income; and

· miscellaneous.

For individuals who experienced a drop in household income of at least $400 in either the wave

in which the opening could have occurred or the preceding wave, it was first determined in

which wave the greatest income loss occurred, and then which component of income within that

wave showed the greatest loss. If no single component accounted for $400, the income loss was

classed as mi_.ellaneous. Thus, tho income loss types are mutually exclusive and collectively

exhaustive.

By far the most common trigger event is a decrease in earnings to household members.

This event occurred to 38 percent of individuals at risk of a food stamp opening, and accounts

for 53 percent of all food stamp spell beginnings. Yet it is only a moderately good predictor

of a food stamp spell begbmnlng: tile probability of an opening among individuals who
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Exhibit H.3

OCCURRENCE OF TRIGGER EVENTS FOR OPENINGS:
ALL INDIVIDUALS

Percent of all Conditional probability of:
individuals with

Event event opening [event event ]opening

Household income decreased significantly,
primarily because of:

Decrease of earnings to household 38.0 2.8 53.1
member

Loss of unemployment insurance 0.8 4.4 1.7
benefits to household member

Decre2se of other unearned income to 7.9 2.0 8.0
household member

Departure of member with earnings 3.0 4.3 6.4

Departure of member with other income 0.6 4.9 1.5

Miscellaneous 0.5 2.7 0.6

New household member without income

/a/ant 3.7 5.5 10.1

Other 3.0 5.7 8.3

Startup of cash assistance, with none of the 2.1 5.0 5.1
above events

ALL EVENTS 55.3 3.0 81.8
iim ii

· Source: 1984 SIPP Panel ($unc 1983 to $_ 1986).

Unweighted _ample s_: 75,161 ob_rvati_.

Notes: 1. _ tab_ includes only indivi&,nl_ wl_se household income is less than three times the
poverty threshold incot_ in the _ wave (i.e., two waves befo_ the food s_ap
openins).

2. The overallprobab'Rityof ,n openingf_ all individualsis 2.0pe_:ent.
3. Pwbab_ty of opening_event: proportion of individuals experiencing the event who enter the

Food Stamp Program within one or two waves. Probability of event[opening: proportion of
individuals entering the Food Stamp Program who experienced the event one or two waves
previously.
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experienced this event, 2.8 percent, is not dramatically greater than the probability of 2.0

percent for the population as a whole.

In contrast, loss of unemployment insurance benefits is a rare event, affecting less than

ain._._g 1 percent of these individuals. Yet for those who experience it, the probability of an opening

is over 4 percent. It seems plausible that some households follow a path from a job loss to

receipt of unemployment benefits, and then to entrance into the Food Stamp Program when these

benefits expire.:

Approximately 8 percent of individuals experience a significant drop in other income, but

only 2 percent of these individuals then enter the Food Stamp Program. This is no higher than

the percentage of the entire population that does so.

Two other rare income-related events have relatively high probabilities of triggering a

food stamp spell: the departure of a household member who had been contributing earnings,

and the departure of a household member who had been contributing other income (including,

extremely rarely, unemployment benefits). These events occur to only 3 percent and I percent

of individuals, respectively; yet the individuals who experience these events have a 4 to 5

percent chance of beginning to receive food stamps.

An increase in household needs also may trigger a food stamp spell beginning. Four

percent of individuals experience the addition of an infant to their household in a given four-

month period, and 3 percent the addition of another person without income. Of those

experiencing one or both of these events, approximately 6 percent then enter the Food Stamp

Program. These two events have not been defined to be mutually exclusive with each other or

IR should be noted, however, that these statistics are a function of the cutoff that was chosen
to identiby a significant loss of income. Choice of a higher cutoff--e.g., a decrease of $800--
would lead to this event occurring less frequently and accounting for fewer spell beginnings, but
predicting openings among individuals who experienced the event with more power.

2It is not possible to _ from the SIPP data whether the loss of unemployment
insurance benefits is due to exhaustion of the benefit or some other cause. The event measured

here is simply a decrease in reported income from that source.
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with income losses. Consequently, some individuals may have experienced both of these events,

and some may have experienced decreases in household income at the same time.

Finally, some individuals who experienced none of the above events began receiving

government transfer payments-Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) or other public

assistance, Supplemental Security Income (SSI), Social Security, or Unemployment Insurance.

Az suggested above, the administrators of these programs may recommend that the household

apply for food stamps as well. It can be seen that this potential trigger event occurred to 2

percent of individuals, 5 percent of whom then began to receive food stamps.

The final line of the exhibit shows the combined effects of all trigger events. As noted

above, fifty-five percent of individuals experienced at least one of these events, and they

collectively had a 3 percent probability of commencing food stamp receipt. In all, 82 percent

of individuals who began to receive food stamps experienced one or more of these events.'

JBurstein and Visher (1989) obtained rather different results from their analysis of the Panel
Study of Income Dynamics (PSID). They found that departures of adults were associated with
nearly 40 percent of food stamp openings, while income losses were associated with only 31
percent of openings. The primary reason for the difference in findings is that Burstein and
Visher's hierarchical def'mition of trigger events was based on David EHwood's research on the
AFDC program. Hence aH changes which consisted of the _ of a household head or
spouse who had earnings or other income were classified as household composition changes.
The current analysis focuses on Food Stamp Program requirements, which do not depend on the
structure of the household. Depamm_ of a household head or spouse with earnings is therefore
considered an income change. In contrast to the earlier study, if no assoc_ income loss
occurs, dcl:mmm_ of an adult _a household is not _ to be a trigger event at ali.

An additional source of noncompm_b_ty is that the p_rtion of openings that are associated
with income losses is to some __, as it _ on the size of the income loss that
is chosen for a cutoff. The_ lu_ different _. Finally, the earlier analysis had
the advantage of a to examine--il years versus two and one-half--but
the disadvantage of only ammat intmviews. Hence both trigger events and receipt of food
stamps were defined more broadly 'm _ time dimensions. For these reasons, the proportions
of food stamp openings that are associated with changes of various types cannot be compared
between the two reports.
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_, Occurrence of Trigger Events: Earners vs. Nonearners

We mm now to an examination of trigger events for the population subgroups defined

; earlier. Exhibits 17.4 and 17.5 indicate some significant differences in the patterns of trigger

: events between earners and nonearners.

For individuals in households that had earnings two waves prior to the food stamp

opening, nearly three quarters of openings can be associated with a loss of earnings or departure

of an earner. In contrast, loss of an earner or an ongoing household member's earnings is

naturally a rare event for individuals in households initially without earners; it can occur only

if the household achieves a significant level of earnings in the wave after the baseline, and then

loses the earnings again in the following wave. Twelve percent of food stamp openings for

members of nonearner households axe due to this sort of fluctuation.

Another striking feature of this pair of tables is the very high conditional probability of

opening for members of nonearner households that gain new infants or other persons without

income, or experience a startup of cash assistance in the absence of a measured change in

resources or needs. These probabilities are in the 11 to 15 percent range--contrasted with only

4 to 5 percent for earner households. In fact, all of the conditional probabilities of openings are

greater for nonearner than for earner households, suggesting that they may have fewer resources

than earner households to avert a food stamp spell beginning when circumstances change for the

worse.

Only 54 percent of nonearners who begin to receive food stamps have experienced one

or more of the enumerated trigger events, compared with 90 percent for earners. There are

undoubtedly other changes occurring in nonearner households that these def'mitions (or possibly

the SIPP data) fail to capture. As noted earlier, these could be medical emergencies, local

agency outreach efforts, and so on.

Occurrence of Trigger Events: Education Subgroups

Variations among individuals by educational status of the adults in their households are

shown in Exhibits 11.6 and 11.7. Again, some substantlzl differences can be seen. Among
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Exhibit H.4

OC_CE OF TRIGGER EVENTS FOR OPENINGS:
INDIVIDUALS IN HOUSEHOLDS WITH EARNINGS IN BASELINE WAVE

Percent of Conditional probability of;
subgroup

Event withevent openingIevent event[opening

Household income decreased significantly,
primarily because of:

Decrease of earnings to household 46.6 2.8 64.3
member

Loss of Unemployment insurance 0.8 4.1 1.6
benefits to household member

Decrease of other unearned income to 4.8 1.9 4.6
household member

Departure of member with earnings 3.8 4.2 7.9

Departure of member with other income 0.5 5.1 1.2

Miscellaneous . 0.5 2.4 0.6

New household member without income

Infant 4.4 5.0 11.1

Other 3.3 5.0 8.2

Startup of cash assistance, with none of the 2.2 3.7 4.2
above events

ALI. EVENTS 61.7 2.9 89.0
iiii i

Source: 1984 $1PP Panel (_ 1983 to J_ 1986).

Unweighted sample size: 59,088 obsm_ations.

Notes: 1. This table 'includes only individuals whose household income is leas than three times the
poverty threshold income in the baseline wave (i.e., two waves before the food stamp
opening).

2. Tine overall probabi_Lhtyof an _ for this subgroup is 2,0 percent.

3. Probability of opening[event: proportion of individuals experiencing the event who enter the
Food Stamp Program within one or two waves. Probability of event {opening: proportion of
individuals entering the Food Stamp Program who experienced the event one or two waves
previously.
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Exhibit H.$

OCCURRENCE OF TRIGGER EVENTS FOR OPENINGS:
INDIVIDUALS IN HOUSI_OLDS WITH NO EARNINGS IN BASELINE WAVE

Percent of (_gnditional probability of.'
subgroup

ling Event with event opening ]event event[opening

Household income decreased significantly,
primarily because of:

Decrease of earnings to household 3.6 6.2 10.7
member

Loss of unemployment insurance 0.8 5.9 2.1
benefits to household member

Decrease of other unearned income to 20.5 2.2 21.0
household member

Departure of member with earnings 0.2 11.2 1.0

Departure of member with other income 1.2 4.5 2.4

Miscellaneous 0.2 5.9 0.7

New household member without income

Infant 0.9 14.6 6.4

Other 1.6 11.2 8.7

Startup of cash assistance, with none of the 1.4 13.5 8.7
above events

ALT. EVENTS 29.4 3.9 54.4

Source: 1984 SIPP Panel ($uno 1983 to Juno 1986).

Unweighted sample size: 16,073 observations.

Notes: 1. This table includes only individuals whose household _ is less than three times thea

poverty threshold income in _ baseline wave (i.e., two Waves before the food stamp
opeain.

2. The overall probability of an _ for this subgroup h 2,1 perceat.

3. Probability of opening levent: propo_On of individuals experiencing the event who enter the
Food Stamp Program within 1 or 2 waves. Probability of event[opening: proportion of
individuals entering the Food Stamp Program who experienced the event one or two waves
previously.
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Exhibit II.6

OCCURRENCE OF TRIGGER EVENTS FOR OPENINGS:
INDIVIDUALS IN HOUSEHOLDS CONTAINING HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATES

IN BASELINE WAVE

Percent of Conditional probability_ of:
subgroup

Event withevent opening[event event[opening

Household income decreased significantly,
primarily because of:

Decrease of earnings to household 44.6 2.4 58.0
member

Loss of unemployment insurance 0.9 2.0 1.0
benefits to household member

Decrease of other unearned income to 5.4 2.5 7.3
household member

Departure of member with earnings 3.7 3.3 6.6

Departure of member with other income 0.5 4.9 1.3

Miscellaneous 0.5 2.9 0.7

New household member without income

Infant 4.4 3.9 9.4

Other 3.2 4.7 8.1

Starmp of cash assistance, with none of the 2.2 3.8 4.6
above events

ALL EVENTS 60.4 2.6 83.3
i ,

Source: 1984 SIPP Panel Oune 1983 to lune 1986).

Unweighted sample size: 52,602 observations.

Notes: I. This table inchutes only individuals whose household income is less than three times the
poverty threshold income in the baseline wave (i.e., two waves before the food stamp
opening).

2. The overall probability of an opening for this subgroup is 1.9 percent.

3. Probability of opening[event: proportion of individ,,-!s experiencing the event who enter the
Food Stamp Program w_thin I or 2 waves. Probability of event[opening: proportion of
individuals entering the Food Stamp Program who experienced the event one or two waves
previously.
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Exhibit ri.7

OCCURRENCE OF TRIGGER EVENTS FOR OPENINGS:
INDIVIDUALS IN HOUSEHOLDS CONTAINING ONLY HIGH SCHOOL DROPOUTS

IN BASELINE WAVE

Percent of Conditional probability of:
subgroup

Event with event opening [event event [opening

Household income decreased significantly,
primarily because of:

Decrease of earnings to household 43.3 5.9 49.4
member

Loss of unemployment insurance 0.9 20.7 3.5
benefits to household member

Decrease of other unearned income to 6.4 6.9 8.5
household member

Departure of member with earnings 3.5 10.6 7.1

Departure of member with other income 0.9 10.1 1.8

Miscellaneous 0.4 2.9 0.2

New household member without income

Infant 4.6 14.0 12.5

Other 5.0 9.9 9.6

Starmp of cash assistance, with none of the 2.9 9.3 5.1
above events

.AT.T._ 61.8 7.1 84.4
i

Source: 1984 SIPP Panel (June 1983 to June 1986).

Unweighted sample size: 8,396 observations.

Notes: 1. _'nis table includes only individuals whose household income is less than three times the
poverty threshold income in the baseline wave (i.e., two waves before the food stamp
OpOni,g).

2. The overall probability of an opening for this subgroup is 5.2 percent.

3. PmbabUity of opining[error: proportion of individuals experiencing the event who enter the
Food Stamp Program within one or two waves. Probability of event Iopening: proportion of
individuals entering the Food Stamp Program who experienced the event one or two waves
previously.
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individuals in high school graduate households who begin to receive food stamps, 58 percent

have experienced a significant loss of earnings to an ongoing household member. The corres-

ponding proportion for individuals in high school dropout households is only 49 percent. In the

dropout households, several other trigger events occur relatively more frequently to individuals

who begin to receive food stamps--e.g, loss of unemployment benefits, acquisition of a new

baby, acquisition of another household member without income.

The most striking contrast between members of the graduate and dropout households,

however, is in the conditional probability of opening given the occurrence of any trigger event:

only 2.6 percent for the former, but 7.1 percent for the latter. Dropout households may be

living nearer the financial margin, such that any shock is more likely to lead them to seek

assistance.

Occurrence of Trigger Events: Demographic Subgroups

Exhibits H.8 through H. 13 show the occurrence of trigger events for the six demographic

subgroups. As shown in Exhibit 11.8, able-bodied, childless individuals are relatively unlikely

to begin to receive food stamps, even if a trigger event occurs. Their pattern of trigger events

is similar to that of the population in general, except that loss of unearned income to a household

member is associated with a large number of openings.

For the aged and disabled, less than half of all openings can be associated with a trigger

event. The dynamics of food stamp participation for this subgroup clearly cannot be explained

simply in terms of changes in needs and resources measured in the SIPP. Furthermore, the

probability of an opening given a trigger event is only 1 percent. It thus appears thai these

households are quite stable, and unlikely to begin receipt of food stzmps if they are not already

receiving benefits. Loss of earnings or departure of an earner accounts for a quarter of all

openings for this subgroup; it should be recalled that one able-bodied adult may be present in

these households, e.g., as a spout.

The threefold differeoce in the likelihood of beginning a food stamp spell between single

adults living with children and able-bodied, childless adults was previously remarked upon.
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Exhibit H.8

OCCURRENCE OF TRIGGER EVENTS FOR OPENINGS:
t ABLE-BODIIED, CHILDI.F._S INDIVIDUALS

?

Percent of Conditional probability_of:
subgroup

Event with event opening [e,_atnt Jopening

Household income decreased significantly,
primarily because of:

Decrease of earnings to household member 37.4 2.0 62.4

Loss of unemployment insurance 0.9 0.0 0.0
benefits W household member

Decrease of other unearned income to 5.2 2.4 10.4
household member

Depamm_ of member with earnings 3.6 1.6 4.9

Departure of member with other income 0.3 7.5 2.0

MiscellAneous 0.6 5.7 2.7

New household member without income

Infant 3.7 3.3 10.2

Other 4.4 3.1 11.3

Startup of cash assistance, with none of the 2.2 1.2 2.4
above events

_x.v. EVENTS 53.9 ' 1.9 87.2

Source: 1984 SIPP Panel (June 1983 to June 1986).

Unweighted sample size: 9,058 observations.

Notes: 1. This table includes only individuals whose household income is less than three times the
poveaXy threshold income in the baseline wave (i.e., two waves before the food stamp
openinO.

2. The overall probability of an opening for this subgrm_ is 1.2 percent.

3. Probability of opening]event: proportion of individuals experiencing the event who enter the
Food Stamp Program within one or two waves. Probability of event Jopening: proportion of
individuals entering the Food Stamp Program who experienced the event one or two waves
previously.
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Exhibit 1/.9

OCCURRENCE OF TRIGGER EVENTS FOR OPENINGS:
AGED AND DISABLED INDIVIDUALS

Percent of Conditional probability of:
subgroup

Event withevent opening]event eventIopenin§

Household income decreased significantly,
primarily because of:

Decrease of earnings to household 10.5 1.5 22.4
member

Loss of unemployment insurance 0.3 0.0 0.0
benefits to household member

Decrease of other unearned income to 18.3 0.5 14.2
household member

Departure of member with earnings 0.5 3.5 2.7

Departure of member with other income 1.1 0.6 1.0

MLw.ellaneous 0.4 1.5 0.9

New household member without income

Infant 0.3 4.3 1.6

Other 1.1 2.8 4.5

Startup of cash assistance, with none of the 1.0 4.7 7.1
above events

ALL _ 32.9 1.0 49.8

Source: 1984 SIPP Panel (June 1983 to June 1986).

Unweighted sample size: 16,617 o{_!v_io_.

Notes: 1. This table includes only individuals whose household income is less than three times the
poverty threshold income in the baseline wave (i.e., two waves before the food stamp
olmos).

2. The overall probability of an _ for this subgroup is 0.7 percent.

3. ProbabilitY of _]event: proportion of individuals experiencing the event who enter the
Food Stamp Program wJthln one or two waves. Probability of event Iopening: proportion of
individuals entering the Food Stamp Program who experienced the event one or two waves
previously.
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Exhibit H. 10

OCCURRENCE OF TRIGGER EVENTS FOR OPENINGS:
ONE ADULT WITH CHILDREN

Percent of Conditional probability of:
subgroup

_ing Event with event opening] event event] opening

Household income decreased significantly,
primarily because of:

Decrease of earnings to household 34. l 6.1 57.5
member

Loss of u_nemployment insurance 0.8 0.0 0.0
benefits to household member

Decrease of other unearned income to 8.3 3.7 8.5
household member

Departure of member with earnings 1.5 5.1 2.1

Departure of member with other income 0.0 -- 0.0

Miscellaneous 1.4 0.0 0.0

New householdmemberwithoutincome

Infant 2.3 22.4 I4.1

Other 6.0 5.6 9.1

$tartup of cash assistance, with none of the 2.9 7.6 6.0
above events

,aLt. EVENTS 53.0 5.5 80.2
I II

Source: 1984 $IPP Panel (June 1983 to June 1986).

Unweighted sample size: 1,558 observations.

Notes: 1. This table includes only individuals whose household income is less than three times the
poverty threshold income in the baseline wave (i.e., two waves before the food stamp
opening).

2. The overallprobabmtyof an __i, subgroupis 3.6 percent.

3. Probability of opening]event: proportion of individuals experiencing the event who enter the
Food Stamp Program within one or two waves. Probability of event [opening: proportion of
individuals entering the Food Stamp Program who experienced the event one or two waves
previously.
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Exhibit HA1

OCCURRENCE OF TRIGGER EVEW_ FOR OPENINGS:
MULTIPLE ADULTS WITH cl-rrLD_

Percent of Conditional probability of:
subgroup

Event withevent openingJevent eventIopening

Household income decreased significantly,
primarily because of:

Decrease of earnings to household 47.6 2.6 55.8
member

Loss of unemployment insurance 1.0 5.2 2.2
benefits to household member

Decrease of other unearned income to 4.8 3.7 8.0
household member

Departure of member with earnings 4.1 4.3 8.0

Departure of member with other income 0.6 9.5 2.3

Miscellaneous 0.4 2.4 0.4

New household member without income

Infant 5.3 4.0 9.7

Other 3.3 6.1 9.1

Startup of cash assistance, with none of the 2.5 4.0 4.6
above events

.AT.T.EVENTS 63.6 3.0 86.3
i i iml i r m ii i i

5omce: 1984 SIPP Panel (June 1983 to I_ 1986).

Unweighted sample size: 23,177 observatiom.

Notes: 1. This table includes only 'mdividuah whose household income is less than three times the
poverty threshold income in the base_ wave (i.e., two waves before the food stamp
opening).

2. The overall probab'_ of an opening for this m_ is 2.2 percent.

3. Probability of _g[event: proportion of individuals experiencing the event who enter the
Food Stamp Program within one or two waves. Probability of eventlopening: proportion of
individuals entering the Food Stamp Program who experienced the event one or two waves
previously.
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Exhibit II.12

OCCURRENCE OF TRIGGER EVENTS FOR OPENINGS:
CItH.nREN LIVING WITH ONE ADULT

Percent of Conditional probability of:
subgroup

· Event with event opening Ievent event [opening

Household income decreased signifcantly,

primarily because of:

Decrease of earnings to household 35.9 6.5 42.0
member

Loss of unemployment insurance 1.1 3.3 0.7
benefits to household member

Decrease ofother unearned income to 9.2 3.7 6.2
household member

Departure of member with earnings 1.1 19.8 4.0

Departure of member with other income 0.1 27.9 0.5

Mis_il_ncous 1.0 0.0 0.0

New household member without income

Infant 3.3 30.2 18.0

Other 6.2 10.2 11.5

Startup of cash assistance, with none of the 2.2 16.0 6.3
above events

_atJ. EVENTS 54.9 7.1 70.4

Source: 1984 SIPP Panel 0une 1983 to June 1986).

Unweighted sample size: 2,739 observations.

Notes: I. This table _ only individuals whose household income is less than three times the
poverty threshold income in the baseline wave (i.e., two waves before the food stamp
opening).

2. The ovenll probabilityof an _ for _ su_ h5.5 _.

3. Probabilityof openinglevent: proportionof individualsexperiencingthe eventwhoenter the
Food Stamp Program within one or two waves. Probability of event [opening: proportion of
individualsenteringthe FoodStampProgramwho experiencedthe event one or two waves
previously.

29



p-
Exhibit H.13

OCCURRENCE OF TRIGGER EVENTS FOR OPENINGS:
CH!I_ LIVING WITH MULTIPI2E ADULTS

Percent of

subgroup Conditional probability of.'
Event withevent opening{event event[opening

Household income decreased significantly,
primarily because of:

Decrease of earnings to household member 48.9 3.0 58.5

Loss of unemployment insurance benefits
to household member 0.8 7.2 2.3

Decrease of other unearned income to
household member 4.7 3.2 6.0

Departure of member with earnings
3.5 5.2 7.2

Departure of member with other income
0.5 5.7 1.1

Miscellaneous
0.4 4.2 0.6

New household member without income

Infant 4.9 5.5 10.4

Other 2.6 6.8 6.9

Startup of cash assistance, with none of the 2.2 6.0 5.1
above events

ALL EVENTS 63.5 3.5 86.9

Source: 1984 SIPP Panel (June 1983 to June 1986).

Unweighted sample size: 20,764 observations.

Notes: I. This table includes only ' '_ whose household income is less than thr_ times the
povet_ threshold income in the baseline wave (i.e., two waves before the food stamp
opening).

2. The overall pmbabillty of an _ing for this subgroup is 2.6 percent.

3. Probability of opening[_ proportion of indiv_ experiencing the event who enter the
Food Stamp Program within one or two waves. Probability of event{opening: proportion of
individuals entering the Food Stamp Program who experienced the event one or two waves
previously.
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From a comparison of Exhibit II.8 with Exhibit H. I0, it can be seen that this difference springs

not from a greater probability of a potential trigger event occurring, but rather from the fact that

the presence of children nearly triples the probability of an opening conditional on the potential

trigger event having transpired.
ling

It is important to bear in mind that the subgroups axe defined as of the baseline wave.

Thus, Exhibit H. I0 shows entrance to the Food Stamp Program related to trigger events that

occurred to households that already consisted of a single adult and children. The creation of

such households through the breakup of a two-parent family, which may be an important trigger

event for some individuals, will not be seen in this table. Instead, this would appear as a

departure of an earner among multiple adult households with children. The trigger events of

importance for the single parents are rather the addition of new infants or other household

members without income, and the startup of cash assistance.

The patterns for multiple adults with children, in contrast, are quite similar to those for

the population as a whole (Exhibit H. I1), except that decreases in earnings to a household

member are relatively more frequent. Furthermore, the patterns for children living in multiple-

adult households resemble closely those of the adults in these households (Exhibit H. 13). The

same is not quite true, however, for children living with one adult. For these individuals, the

probability of a food stamp opening conditional on a trigger event occurring is high, over 7

percent (Exhibit H. 12).

Differences in patterns between the adults and children could come about in two ways.

First, if some of these households split up in the months following the baseline wave, the events

happening to the adults and the children of these households will not necessarily be the same.

Second, if the patterns are different for households with few children and many children, the

proportions of adults (i.e., families) experiencing the various events will not be the same as the

proportions of children who do so. It will be r_alled from Faxhibit 11.2 that the probability of

a food stamp opening for single adults living with children was only 3.6 percent, while the

probability for children living with _ adults was 5.5 percenL _ could be explained by

households with more children having higher opening rates. A substantially greater proportion

of the openings for the adults than for the children are associated with a loss of earnings to a
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household member (57.5 percent in Exhibit II. 10, versus 42.0 percent in Exhibit rt. 12), and a

lesser proportion with the departure of a household member with income. AH of these estimates

for single-parent households with children, however, are based on rather small samples.

Summary

Approximately 2 percent of individuals not receiving food stamps in a given four-month

period, but with household income less than three times the poverty threshold, will commence

a spell of food stamp receipt in the subsequent four-month period. This percentage is markedly

higher in households in which none of the able-bodied adults have high school diplomas (5

percent), and is lower in those in which all of the adults are aged or disabled (less than 1

percen0. In addition, members of one-adult households with children are relatively more likely

to begin to receive food stamps than other individuals (4 to 6 percent) while able-bodied

childless adults are less likely (around 1 percen0.

Variations are also seen in the distribution of events leading to the receipt of food stamps.

For the population as a whole, loss of earnings to an ongoing household member is clearly the

most important factor, occurring in over half of all food stamp openings. This event is much

less common and less likely to be associated with a food stamp opening for individuals in house-

holds without earnings at baseline, or consisting entirely of elderly and disabled adults. For

members of households without earnings, loss of unearned income is especially likely to be

associated with an opening. The acquisition of a new baby or other household member without

income is a particularly significant trigger event for members of one-adult households with

children. Start-up of cash assistance in the absence of other changes in circumstances occurs

in conjunction with about 5 percent of openings-especially concentrated among noneamers,

households outside the labor force, and, to a lesser extent, the agedand disabled. Exhibit II.14

summarizesthepreviousresultson whatpercentageof openingsforeachsubgroupisassociated

with each of the major trigger events.

The probability that a trigger event will be followed by an opening varies markedly by

subgroup as well. For the population as a whole, 3 percent of those experiencing any trigger

event begin to receive food stamps. This percentage is substantially higher for members of
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!_hibit 11.14

DISTRIBUTION OF TRIGGER EVENTS FOR OPENINGS: ALL SUBGROUPS

ii s ii lin

Decreased Departure of member:
Decreased unearned New other

earnings to income to with member
household household with unearned New with no New cash All

Subgroup member member earnings income infant income assistance events

Earners 64.3% 6.2% 7.9% 1.2% ll.1% 8.2% 4.2% 89.0%
Nonearners 10.7 23.1 1.0 2.4 6.4 8.7 8.7 54.4

High school graduates 58.0 8.3 6.6 1.3 9.4 8.1 4.6 83.3
High school dmlmUtS 49.4 12.0 7. I 1.8 12.5 9.6 5.1 84.4

Able-bodied, childle4s 62.4 10.4 4.9 2.0 10.2 11.3 2.4 87.2
Aged and disabled, 22.4 14.2 2.7 1.0 1.6 4.5 7.1 49.8l.d
childless

One adult living 57.5 8.5 2.1 0.0 14. I 9.1 6.0 80.2
with children

Multiple adults living 55.8 10.2 8.0 2.3 9.7 9.1 4.6 86.3
with children

Children living with 42.0 6.9 4.0 0.5 18.0 11.5 6.3 70.4
one adult

Children living with 58.5 8.3 7.2 1.1 10.4 6.9 5.1 86.9
multiple adults

M-I: INDIVIDUALS 53.1 9.7 6.4 1.5 10. I 8.3 5.1 81.8
L i siiii

Source: 1984 SIPP Panel (Juno 1983 to Juno 1986).

Note: The l_rcentages in this table represent the proportion of all food stamp openings that are associated with each event.



households without earnings (4 percent), households headed by high school dropouts (7 percent),

and members of one-adult households with children (6 to 7 percent), suggesting that these types

of households are likely to be on the economic margin. The probability of opening when a

trigger event has occurred is quite Iow for members of households consisting entirely of aged

and disabled adults (1 percent), suggesting that these households have achieved a certain

stability. Even for the subgroups with the greatest probability of a food stamp opening after a

trigger event, however, only a small percentage begin to receive food stamps.

Finally, we note that there are some (overlapping) subgroups for which the trigger events

analyzed here have little explanatory power; in particular, households without earnings, and the

aged and disabled. The kinds of events that lead these households to enter the Food Stamp

Program may be outside the scope of these data. Among these unmeasured events may be

increased medical needs, increased shelter needs (e.g., due to an eviction or rent increase),

outreach by community groups or by the food stamp agency itseff, depletion of assets, and

disasters such as lure or theft. For some households, the immediate trigger may be the

simultaneous occurrence of several such events, no one of which would have had sufficient force

to bring about an application. Thus, trigger event analysis cannot be expected to explain all food

stamp openings, although it can shed light on the relative importance of certain occurrences.
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CHAPTER THREE

DURATION OF RECEIPT

Tins chapteraddresses the question of how long new food stamp recipients tend to remain

on the program. Findings on lengths of completed spells are presented fa'st for individuals

covered by the program, and then for the longitudinal households of which they are members.

Length of Completed Spells for Individuals

Exhibit IH. 1 presents the frequency distribution of lengths of completed spells for ali

individuals who enter the Food Stamp Program._ The mean and other summary statistics are

shown in Exhibit 1II.27 The key features are:

· The median length of receipt for new recipients is 6 months. That is, half
of all food stamp spells end in six months or less.

· The average spell length is considerably greater: 22 months.

· Over forty percent of ail new food stamp recipient spells are 4 or fewer
months long. About a third are over 12 months long, and about 20
percent last more than 2 years.

Higher closure rates appear in the distribution at 4, 8, 12, and I6 months. These are an

artifact of the SIPP data, corresponding to concentrations of individuals who reported coverage

for exactly one or more full waves. This phenomenon is known as the "seam effect"--the

tendency of reported transitions to pile up at the seams betw_ interview periods rather than

to be spread evenly across all months. Thc rise at 12 months, however, is probably not entirely

an artifact. Many spells of food stamp receipt last exactly 12 months because that marks

_See Appendix C for a description of the hazard rate methodology used to derive this
distribution.

2As discussed in Appendix C, the estimate of mean duration was calculated based on the
observed closure rate for aH spells, including left-censored ones. It is thus based on a fuller
sample than the estimate of the median and other statistics of the distribution of completed spell
lengths.
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Exhibit llI. 1

DISTRIBUTION OF !.ENGTIt OF COMPLETED SPELLS:
ALL INDIVIDUALS

Cumulative

Probability Probability of
Months of Closure Closure

1 12.7% 12.7%
2 9.6 22.2
3 5.1 27.3
4 13.8 41.1
5 4.1 45.2
6 5.7 50.9

7 3.1 54.0
8 6.4 60.4
9 1.3 61.7

10 2.5 64.2
11 1.2 65.3
12 2.8 68.1

13 0.9 69.0
14 0.7 69.7
15 1.1 70.9
16 2.6 73.5
17 0.8 74.3
18 0.5 74.8

19 2.3 77.1
20 0.3 77.4
21 0.2 77.5
22 0.0 77.5
23 2.7 80.3
24 0.0 80,3

25+ 19.7 100.0
i m,

Source: 1984 SIPP Panel Oune 1983tolune 1986).

Notes: 1. Estimates are _ _ survival analysis of all non-left-censored spells beginning
in or after the fifth _ of the observation period.

2. Median: 6 months.

3. Unweighted sample size: 2,623 spells.
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Exhibit ii1.2

LENGTH OF FOOD STAMP SPEIJ_ FOR SUBGROUPS OF INDIVIDUALS

Percent Percent Percent

receiving receiving receiving
Unweighted food stamps food stamps food stamps Mean
sample size Median _; 4 months .:: 12 months :> 24 months (months)

Earners 1,556 5 47.8% 76.8% 12.1% 13.8
Nonearners 1,067 10 31.3 55.6 31.3 30.1

High school _ 1,688 6 43.8 69.8 18.3 17.0
High school dropouts 772 7 37.1 67.1 21.4 27.2

Able-bodied, childleu 218 5 48.1 78.2 12.6 13.5
,.o Agedanddisabled 205 8 42.2 62.8 24.2 29.9
-a One adult _ children 165 9 27.4 55.3 34.3 36.8

Multiple adults with children 839 5 47.2 72.9 12.7 15.5
Children w_ one adult 340 12 24.0 50.7 38.7 39.2
Children with more than one 785 6 40.4 70.9 15.5 19.5
adult

,riLL INDIVXDUALS 2,623 6 41.1 68.1 19.7 21.6
iiiii

Source: 1984 SIPP Panel (June 1983 to June 1986).

Note: 1. Estimates (except for mean) are based on aH non-left-censored spells beginning in or after the fifth month of the
observation period.

2. Estimates of the mean are based on the closure rate in aH spells in or after the fifth month of the observation period.
See Appendix C for details of computation.



the end of a certification period.:,: The increase at 6 months is also consistent with the

widespread use of 6-month certification periods.

Exhibit Ill.2 summarizes the distribution of length of spells for the subgroups of

individuals. (The details of the distributions are presented in Appendix E). All subgroups are

defined as of the first month of receipt of food stamp benefits, The last line of the table

presents the corresponding summary statistics for the recipient population as a whole, taken from

Exhibit rll. 1.

Recipients whose households contain earners at the time the spell begins clearly have

much shorter spells on average than recipients whose households do not contain earners. The

median completed spell lengths for these two groups are 5 and 10 months, respectively, while

the corresponding means are 14 and 30 months. The remaining statistics tell the same story:

earners axe substantially more likely than nonearners to exit within four months (48 versus 31

percent), and substantially less likely to receive food stamps for over two years (12 versus 31

percent).3 The overall difference between the two distributions is statistically significant at the

1 percent level. 4

_These results are based exclusively on the core 5IPP data, described in Appendix A. For
a discussion of the analogous information in the Weffare History Topical Module and its
unsuitability for the current research, see Appendix D.

:Burstein and Visher (1989) derived quite similar statistics based on a nationally
representative administrative data set that covered the period from October 1980 to December
1983. Their unit of analysis was the food stamp case rather than the individual. Hence cases
with more members were weighted relatively less heavily than in the current analysis. They
found a slightly greater median spell length of 7 months, and a somewhat lower percentage of
spells lasting 4 or fewer months (36 rather than 41 percent). However, 33 percent of spells
were found to last over 12 months (versus 32 percent in the current study), and 20 percent were
found to last over two years (identical).

3Burstein and Visher found a median spell _ of 6 months for cases with earnings.
Forty-two percent exited within 4 months, and 12 _ _ved _ _ for over 2 years.
As for the food stamp population as a whole, the adminis_,,tive _ showed a somewhat greater
concentration of spell lengths beO,'een 5 and 12 months relative to spell lengths between I and
4 months than did the survey data analyzed here; but otherwise the distributions look quite
similar.

_I'he log rank test on the survivor functions (described in Appendix C) Yields a chi-squared
statistic of 107.7 for the null hypothesis that the two sets of food stamp spells come from the
same distribution.
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Some variation is also seen when recipients are classified by educational status. R should

be recalled that this partition excludes members of households in which ail the adults are aged

or disabled. For individuals in households which contain a high school graduate, the median

duration is 6 months and the mean is 17 months--somewhat shorter than for the recipient

population as a whole. For individuals in households where the adults do not have high school

diplomas, the median duration is a little longer (7 months), while the mean is substantially

longer (over two years).i

Finally, the demographic subgroups show a wide variety of patterns. The groups with

the shortest spells are the able-bodied adults--both those who live only with other able-bodied

adults, and those who live with other adults and children. Members of these subgroups have

nearly a 50 percent chance of leaving the Food Stamp Program within four months of entry, and

only a 13 percent chance of remaining on the program for over two years. Mean duration for

these individuals is 14 to 16 months.

Children living with multiple adults, however, tend to have somewhat longer spells on

average than these adults. This suggests that larger households have longer spells. (The

difference in means would come about because a large household would have the same number

of adults as a smaller household, but would have more children.) In addition, it may be that

some of the adults split off from the households, leaving the children behind still as food stamp

recipients. Even so, these children have substantially shorter stays than their counterparts in

one-adult households--20 versus 39 months on average. In fact, children in one-adult households

have the longest spells of any of the demographic subgroups, with barely haft leaving the

program within a year of entry. The adults in these households have slightly shorter spells:,

with a mean length of 37 months?

_The log rank eM-squared for this comlnttison is 4.1, significant at the 5 percent level.

:Although the difference in median spell length between adults and children in these
households aggears large (12 versus 9 months), the overall distributions of spell lengths do not
differ significantly (chi-squanxt = 1.00). That is, because of the small sample size for these
two subgroups, the summary statistics cannot be estimated very precisely.

_I'he distribution for one-adult households with children may be compared with the
distribution for the roughly s'm_i_rsubgroupof AFDC recipients in Burstein and Visher. The
latter had a median spell length of 14 months, with only 17 percent of spells ending with four
months and 34 percent lasting over two years. The administrative data for AFDC cases thus
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The remaining group--the aged and disabled--has a mean duration of 30 months. One

quarter of this group remains on the Food Stamp Program continuously for at least two years. J

The full distributions of spell length were compared for four pairs of demographic

subgroups: able-bodied versus aged and disabled, children living with one adult versus children

living with multiple adults, single parents versus able-bodied childless adults, and single parents

versus adult members of multiple-adult households with children. In all four instances, the pairs

of survivor functions were statistically significantly different at the 1 percent level?

Length of Completed Spells for Households

There has been much controversy about the proper definition (if any) of a longitudinal

household. 3 In the $IPP data, households are classified each month according to whether they

cot_taln a family--i.e., two or more individuals related by blood or marriage--and whether they

are headed by an unmarried man, an unmarried woman, or a married couple. Both the identity

and marital status of the head are recorded as reported by the interviewer. The five household

types are thus:

* married-couple household

, other family household, female head

confums that this household type tends to receive food stamps longer than other types, but shows
a greater concentration of longer spell lengths among those spells that last up to about two years
than is found in the survey data analyzed here.

_Burstcin and Visher define the elderly as households containing an individual aged 65 or
older. For this subgroup, the administrative data show a median spell length of 19 months,
much longer than the eight-month median found for the aged and disabled in the SIPP data.
Only 15 percent exited in four months, and 4I percent had spells that lasted more than two
years. The corresponding _ from the SIPP are 42 and 24 percent. Thus the

ad 'mmi.m'at_edata show _y _ _ for thc el..de_y _ do the survey data. It
could be argued that part of the _ could _ due to the differmlces in subgroup definition,
and perlu_s in the time frame (19_1983 versus I983-1986). As reported ia Clmptcrs Two and
Four, however, food stamp openings and closings _ tho elderly and disabled arc only poorly
correlated with thc oc,currei_ of _ trigger events. This suggests another hypothesis,
that response error may be _larly great for this subgroup. If so, the average spell length
in the SIFP may be underestimated.

_ne log rank chi-squared statistics were 11.2, 32.4, 21.1, and 17.7, respectively.

3See, for example, McMi!len and Herriot (1985), and Duncan and Hill (1985).
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· other family household, male head

· nonfamily household, female head

· nonfamily household, male head.

In the SIPP data, a longitudinal household is said to continue from one month to the next

if it remains the same household type, if it retains the same reference person or householder,

and if it r_nins the same householder's spouse (if any). In other words, the key person(s) of

the household must be unchanged. Any of the following events will therefore lead to a disconti-

nuity: death or departure of householder, death or departure of householder's spouse, marriage

of householder, death or departure of either member of a two-member family household, birth

of a child to a woman living alone, or acquisition of a family member to a person living alone.

In the sample of original interviewees, one out of six experienced a change in household

reference person or spouse over the 32 months of observation.

The logic behind the SIPP household definition is that after a major change in

composition, the household is so altered that it cannot legitimately be called the same household

as before. An implication of this, however, is that the clock of food stamp receipt is reset to

zero for a group of individuals whenever the household type changes, but not otherwise. As a

consequence, the distribution of spell lengths for households may be misleadingly low, if many

groups of individuals continue to receive food stamps despite changes in household type.

Conversely, it could be misleadingly high, if many individuals leave and enter households that

receive food stamps. Suppose, for example, a married couple household that was receiving food

stamps for a year splits into two households, and both individuals continue to receive food

stamps for another year. Then the household level data will show three spells of receipt of one

year each, although at the individual level there were two individuals receiving food stamps for

two years each.

Situations like these suggest that analyzing spell lengths for individuals will provide more

useful information about how long people receive food stamps then analyzing spell lengths for

households. Most earlier research on the Food Stamp Program, however, has focused on the

household as the unit of analysis. For purposes of continuity and comparability, we have

therefore replicated the individual-level analyses presented above, using the Bureau of the
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Exhibit m.3

DISTRIBUTION OF LENGTH OF COMPLETED SPELLS:
ALL HOUSEHOLDS

Cumulative

Probability Probability of
Months of Closure Closure

1 14.1% 14.1%
2 9.3 23.4
3 6.9 30.3
4 10.5 40.8
5 4.4 45.2
6 6.7 51.9

7 3.2 55.1
8 4.2 59.3
9 1.7 61.0

10 2.1 63.1
11 1.4 64.4
12 2.6 67.0

13 1.3 68.3
14 1.6 69.9
15 1.7 71.6
16 1.5 73.1
17 1.4 74.4
18 1.2 75.6

19 1.7 77.3
20 0.4 77.7
21 0.0 77.7
22 0.0 77.7
23 2.4 80.0
24 0.0 80.0

25+ 20.0 100.0

$ourco: 1984 $1PP Panel (Juno 1983 to luno 1986).

Notes: I. Estlmntt-.s arc _ on survival analysis of all non-left-censored spel!._
beginning in or after the frith month of the observation period,

2. Median: 6 months.

3. Unweighted sample size: 963 spells.
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Census definition of the household that is employed in SIPP. Comparison of the individual- and

household-level distributions provides evidence as to how significant the distinction really is.

Exhibit ]]/.3 shows the length of completed spells of food stamp receipt for longitudinal

households. Despite the ambiguity in the definition of a longitudinal household and the potential

for bias in estimated spell lengths, the distribution is practically identical to that for individuals.

The median spell length is identical at 6 months; the mean spell length of 21.3 months differs

only slightly from the mean for individuals; and the proportions of spells ending within 4, 12,

and 24 months are all very similar to the corresponding statistics in Exhibit {Ti. 1. It appears that

the putative downward bias associated with household dissolution is either rendered unimportant

by the coincidence of food stamp transitions with major household changes, or else

counterbalanced by an upward bias from new entries and split-offs. The great similarity between

the two distributions is shown graphically in Exhibit I11.4.

Comparison of Exhibits HI.2 and 1]/.5 indicates that within subgroups as well, the

distribution of length of completed spell is very similar for individuals and for households.'

The household-level data appear to yield somewhat longer spells for the aged and disabled.

Subgroups for which the household data indicate shorter spells are those in which the adults are

not high school graduates, and those containing children. Even these differences, however, are

relatively small.

While it is possible in principle that these differences represent the net effects of several

important counterb_,lar_cing forces, this turns out not to be the case. As demonstrated in

Appendix G, the events associated with individuals continuing to receive food stamps, while the

households to which they belonged no longer do so or have ceased to exist, are quite rare,

occurring to only 1 percent of recipients per month. The greatest concentration of these events

is seen among able-bodied, childless adults, with a monthly rate of 1.7 percent. Similarly, the

events associated with individuals ceasing to receive food stamps, while their households (or

former households) continue to do so, are also quite rare, occurring to only 0.6 percent of the

food stamp population per month. Again, the greatest concentration is among able-bodied,

childless adults, with a monthly rate of I.I percenL Thus, not only are the net effects of these

two kinds of events small but the separa_ effects are small as well. We conclude that

'The details of the distributions for subgroups of households appear in Appendix F.
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Exhibit III.4

DISTRIBUTION OF LENGTHS OF SPELLS FOR
HOUSEHOLDS AND INDIVIDUALS

Percent %

i{i ii
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F_dfibit !II.S

LENGTH OF FOOD STAMP SPELI_ FOR SUBGROUPSOF HOUSEHOLDS

Percent Percent Percent
receiving _:c.eivblg _ivhlg

Unweighted food stamps food _ps food s_mps MM
_ample size Medhn S 4 months S 12 months > 24 months (months)

i ,i ii ...........

_efi 481 4 50.7% 76.7% 9.8% 12.3
Non_m 482 10 30.5 57.1 30.4 ' 29.0

High _1 gladna_ 544 6 44.2 72.0 14.5 16.2
High _1 _ 284 6 41.2 64.8 23.8 22.9

Able-_' c_ 158 5 47.1 78.1 13.9 13.7
Aged _ dmbled 158 11 29.4 54.9 31.8 32.5

(_¢ adult with childnm 212 10 27.2 54.1 36.5 29.9
Multiple adults with children 414 5 48.2 72.9 9.4 15.6

?_r.LHOUSIRIOLDS 963 6 40.8 67.0 20.0 21.3
mlllll i . iii i

Sourv._: 1984 SIPP Panel (June 1983 to June 1986).

No_: 1. EstJma_ (except for memo _ based on all non-left_red s_!ls beginn_g m or a_r the fifth month of the
_afion _riod.

2. Estitn_ of t_ mean _ based on t_ clo_ ra_ m all s_!ls ill or after the fifth month of the obviation _riod.
See AM:)endixC for de__J!sof compu_tion.



distributions of spell lengths based on household level data, though potentially biased in theory,

are not visibly biased in practice.

!

Summary

Half of all new food stamp recipient spells reported in the 5IPP are no more than 6

months long, and two-thirds end within a year. The average spell length is 22 months.

There are substantial variations from this pattern for certain subgroups, however.

Individuals in households that contain earners at the start of the spell, that consist entirely of

able-bodied adults, or that, if they contain children, include more than one adult, tend to receive

food stamps for considerably less time. This suggests that policies that are designed to hasten

the exit of such recipients from the food stamp rolls may be redundant. Longer spells are seen

among households that lack earners, those in which the only adults are aged and disabled, those

in which the only able-bodied adults are high-school dropouts, and especially those which consist

of a single adult with one or more dependent children. The implication is that policies that

addressed the barriers to employment of the latter two subgroups (e.g., need for remedial

education and child care) could have the potential for shortening food stamp spells.

Although the def'mition of a longitudinal household is somewhat ambiguous, the spell

length distributions for individuals and households were found to be quite similar, both for the

various subgroups and for the population as a whole.
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CHAPTER FOUR

CIRCUMSTANCES SURROUNDING EXITS FROM THE FOOD STAMP PROGRAM

Food stamp case closures can be thought of as consisting of four types: voluntary,

circum_tlnl, administrative, and jurisdictional. A voluntary closure is one that is explicitly

requested by an eligible recipient. A ciro,m_,antial closure represents a change in the

recipient's needs or resources that tenders the case ineligible for food stamps. An

administrative closure occurs when a circumstantially eligible recipient fails to meet a

requirement such as work registration, monthly repo_ng, or appearance at a certification

interview. Finally, a jurisdictional closure indicates a change in geographical jurisdiction, due

to the recipient transfe_g to another locality.

It is virtually impossible for any data base to identify aH four of these types of closures.

Administrative records tend to be incomplete with regard to reasons for closure. At best, they

will indicate circumstantial closures only in those instances in which the agency has explicitly

determined ineligibility, e.g., via a recertification or a monthly report. Clients who lose

circumstantinl eligibility may refrain from appearing for their next recertification or from ftUng

their next monthly report, however, in which case the agency records will show an

administrative closure instead. Alternatively, newly ineligible clients may call and request a

closure. Because the agency has not verified the change in circumstances, these will be recorded

as voluntary closures.

Survey data such as the SIPP, in contrast, can shed light on changes in circumstances

surrounding case closures. Unless a survey is explicitly d_igned to focus on reasons for non-

receipt, however, it will not include information on administrative requirements. Hence

administrative and voluntary closures cannot be distinguished.

In this chapter, we examine the relatio_ between changes ill circumstances and



constant over time) Jurisdictional closures will not look like exits in these data, if the

household is followed to its new location. Administrative closures that last for only one month

have been fdled in, i.e., the data indicate that no closure has occurred. Hence, we would expect

to find trigger events associated with the great majority of closures. This is indeed the case for

the recipient population in general, although the trigger event framework is less fruitful for the

aged and disabled. For all subgroups except this one, an increase in earnings to household

members is the most common trigger event for an exit. Variations are seen across ali the

subgroups, however, in the relative importance of other events.

We conclude this chapter with an examination of recidivism to the program. Nearly 40

percent of recipients are found to reenter the Food Stamp Program within a year of leaving it.

Def'mition of Trigger Events

The primary trigger events that could potentially lead to a person no longer receiving

food stamps are:

· increased household income--due either to a member of the household

gaining income, or to someone with income joining the household;

· reduced need--the departure from the household of a person who has no
income; and

· departure from the SIPP sample--through death, institutionalization,
emigration, or induction into the Armed Forces.

As in the analysis of food stamp openings in Chapter Two, the household is defined as the set

of people currently living with the individual whose food stamp coverage is being considered.

Thus a new earner could enter an individual's household in two ways: the earner could move

in with the individual, or alternatively the individual could move to a different household which

contains the earner.

A closure is said to occur if an individual who was covered for one or more months

during a four*month wave is not covered for any months during the succeeding wave. Only

*The benefits of participation could decline if a recipient's entitlement decreased; but this
would represent a circumstantial change. Note that we do not attempt to measure eligibility
explicitly, but treat all increases in resources and decreases in needs as circumstantial changes.
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individuals who were covered in the preceding wave are at risk for a closure. An individual

= may contribute multiple observations to the analysis sample--as many as five, if food stamps

were received in each of Waves 3 through 7)

As in Chapter Two, the trigger events have been defined rather broadly, in an attempt

to capture as much of the associated activity as possible. For example, an individual may depart

from the sample (through death, institutionalization, etc.) either in the wave of closure or in the

preceding wave. Thus, we may observe that a deceased sample member last received food

stamps in Wave 6. The closure is associated with Wave 7 (the first wave in which food stamps

were not received). The death itself may have occurred in either Wave 6 or Wave 7, and be

counted as the trigger event in either event?

Simihrly, a person who last received food stamps in Wave 6 may have experienced an

increase in total household income. This increase may be seen as higher income in Wave 7 than

in Wave 6 if, for example, the earnings first show up in month I of Wave 7. 3 Alternatively,

the increase may be seen as higher income in Wave 6 than in Wave 5, ff a person got a job

during Wave 6 but still received food stamps for all or part of that wave. In either case, the

increase in income is counted as a potential trigger event.

'Wave 2 is not used as a preceding wave because ease characteristics must be examined in
the next earlier wave in order to construct the trigger events, and Wave 1 data on household
composition are not comparable with those of later waves.

_f the death occurred in the wave before the closure, the death is not counted as a potential
trigger event for closure in the earlier wave. Thus by construction, events such as death cause
an exit with a probability of 1.

_Teclmically speaking, we would expect some overlap in months with new earnings and
months with food stamps before a _ exited the Program because stamps are generally issued
at the beginning of the month. When _ events are report_, however, it is likely that the
respondent would mentally _ months oftbe refe2v,nce period as bein'g either "food stamp"
or "earnings" months. Hence overlap would not necessarily be _. Furthermore, even
ff earnings were first obt. lned in the second or _ month of the reference period, it would not
be too surprising if the respondent _y backf'tlled them throughout the period. We thus
allow an earnings increase which appears to be simultaneous with an exit to count as a trigger
event for the exit.
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In identifying the type of income increase, we first determine whether an increase

occurred in the current or preceding wave. If increases occurred in both waves, we pick the

larger of the two. We then determine which component made the greatest contribution to the

increase in household income between the two consecutive waves: a new earner, an increase

in earnings to a current household member, a new member with unearned income, or an increase

in unearned income to a current member. A particular event such as a new job is thus a

potential trigger event for a food stamp closure in both the same wave and the following wave.

The question of how large a change in household income must be, in order to count as a trigger

event rather than a mere fluctuation, is explored in Appendix B. A cutoff of $400,

corresponding to an increase in household income of $100 per month, was selected. If the total

increase in household income exceeds $400, but no individual component does so, then the

change in income is classified as 'miscellaneous."

Finally, decreases in the number of individuals without income are also examined both

between pairs of consecutive waves. The event considered is the absence of an individual from

the household in the later wave who was present without income in the earlier wave of the pair--

regardless of whether the total number of individuals who are not contributing income to the

household has gone up or down. The departure of such a person is a potential trigger event for

a closure in either the same wave or the following one.

The recipient subgroups are defined based on characteristics in the next to last wave

before the potential closure, called the baseline wave. For example, if an individual received

food stamps in Wave 4 and we are investigating whether a closure occurred in Wave 5, we

classify the individual according to characteristics in Wave 3. This ensures that the subgroups

are defined prior to the occurrence of the putative trigger events. (Recall that a change in

household income between Waves 3 and 4 may trigger a closure in Wave 5.) In particular, the

demographic and educational categories are determined as of the first month of the baseline

wave, while the presence of earnings in the household is determined by looking at the baseline

wave in its entirety.
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Overall Probability of Exit

Exhibit IV. 1 provides an overview of the probability of closure for the food stamp

population as a whole and for the various subgroups. The bottom line of the exhibit indicates

that 15 percent of individuals covered by food stamps in a given wave were not covered in the

following wave. This corr_ponds to a monthly exit rate of about 4 percent--although the exits

tend to be piled up at the seams between the waves. There is, however, substantial variation

in this rate by subgroup. Individuals in households with earnings have a 22 percent chance of

exiting during a wave, while individuals in households without earnings have only an 8 percent

chance. Thus earners as a subgroup comprise less than half of the recipient population, but they

account for nearly three-quarters of the exits.

Education makes almost as great a difference as presence of earnings in predicting exits.

Individuals in households containing an able-bodied, non-elderly high school graduate have a 19

percent chance of exiting, while individuals in households in which none of the able-bodied, non-

elderly adults have a high school diploma, have an exit probability of only 11 percent.

Among demographic subgroups, the greatest exit probabilities are seen among individuals

in households consisting only of able-bodied, non-elderly adults (23 percent) and among adults

living with other adults and children (20 percent). The lowest rates are seen for individuals

SThis proportion of food stamp recipients living in households that cont_i_ an earner is
surprisingly high. Studies of the food stamp population based on Quality Control System data
show that only 20 percent of food stamp households have earnings.

Most of the diff_'ence is simply definitional It is to bo recalled that the unit of
observation in Exhibit IV. 1 is the individual, railer than tl_ household; and that the presence
of earnings is ci_rminecl based on a four month pearled ratl_r than a single month. When we
examine the presence of trainings in thc last month only of each wave, and weight each
individual by the inverse of house_Id size (so as to count each bouse2mld oqnllly), the estimated
proportion of the food stamp case,loM with uings in the SIPP drops to 32.4 percent. The
rem_inlng _y of son_ 12 _ points relative to the Mministr_'ve data must be
atm'butcd to (e) diffcrmial reporting of earnings between the survey and adm'mistmtivc data;
(b) misreporting of food stamp status in the SIPP; and (c) the fact that some household members'
earnings are not countable from the point of view of the Food Stamp Program.
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Exhibit IV.I

OVERALL PROBABILITY OF EXITING PROM THE FOOD STAMP PROGRAM
BETWEEN TWO CONSECUTIVE FOUR-MONTH PERIODS

Percent closing
Percent of in next four Percent
recipients months of closings

Namers 47.9% 22.1% 70.8_
Nonearners 52.1 8.4 29.2

High school graduates 50.3 19.2 64.6
High school dropouts 38.4 10.9 28.0

Able-bodied, childless 5.7 23.3 9.0
Aged and disabled, childless 11.3 11.7 9.0
One adult living with children 11.3 9.4 '7.2
Multiple adults living with 24.0 20.3 33.0

children

Children living with one adult 22.2 9.2 13.9
Children living with multiple 25.6 16.1 27.9

adults

_T_T.RGCIPIGNTS I00.0 14.9 100.0

Source: 1984 SIPP Panel (June 1983 to June 1986).

Unweighted sample size: 12,268 observations.

Notes: I. The percentages shown pertain to Waves 3 through 8 combined.

2. For del'tuitions of population subgroups, see Exhibit II. 1. High school graduate
and dropout subgroups do not sum to I00 percent of the population because
individuals in households containing only elderly or disabled adults arc excluded.
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living in single-adult households with children (9 percent). The two remaining subgroups are

not too far from the population average: the elderly and disabled (12 percent probability of exit)

i and children living with multiple adults (I 6 percent probability of exit).i
t
i

Occurrence of Trigger Events: All Rer.ipients

Exhibit IV.2 shows the occurrence of the previously dermed trigger events for ail

recipients. As shown in the last line of the exhibit, 51 percent of recipients experience one or

more of these events. Their exit probability is then 24 percent, substantially higher than the rate

for the recipient population as a whole (15 percen0. From another perspective, over 80 percent

of those that exit the Food Stamp Program experienced a trigger event.

Turning to the individual events, we see that in any four-month period, 0.7 percent of

recipients leave their households due to death, institutionalization, or other similar events. _ All

of these individuals exit the Food Stamp Program, by def'mition. They account for 4.4 percent

of all closures.

Increases in household income are much more common. As noted above, a cutoff of

$400 between waves was used. Forty-seven percent of recipients experience an increase in

household income of at least this amount. In nearly two-thirds of these cases, the increase is

due solely or primarily to an ongoing household member obtaining or increasing earnings.

Nearly all of the remainder of increases in household earnings are attributable to increases in

unearned income received by ongoing household members. A small percentage of increases are

due to new household members bringing in earned or unearned income.

The second column of this exhibit shows an interesting pattern. Increases in household

income that are due to changes in earnings are one and one-half times to twice as likely to be

associ._ted with a food stamp closure than those that are due to changes in unearned income--

regardless of whether the income is from an ongoing or a new household member. In fact,

llt is n0_ completely clear what the 'other' subcatel_ry represem in ,hi_,regard. These are
individuals who were assigned positive longitudinal weights by the Bureau of the Census,
indicating that they did not attrit from the sample, but rather left the SIPP sample frame of
households. An explanation that has been suggested is that some of these individuals were
assigned positive longitudinal weights in error--e.g., children who turned 15 in the course of the
panel and who were not followed when they moved to new households. (David McMillen,
private conversation.)
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Exhibit IV.2

OCCURRENCE OF TRIGGER EVENTS FOR CLOSURES:
ALL RECIPIENTS

Percent of all Conditional probability of:
recipients with

Event event exit [event event [exit

Left the sample 0.7% 100% 4.4%

Died 0.2 100 1.4

Was institutiona!Derl 0.1 100 0.8

Faterecl armed forces 0.0 100 O.1

Emigrated O.0 1O0 O.1

Other 0.3 100 2.0

Household income increased significantly,
primarily due to:

New member with earnings 2.6 28.3 4.9

New member with unearned income 0.7 19.0 0.9

Ongoing member obtaining or 29.8 28.6 57.0
increasing earnings

Ongoing member obtaining or 13.1 12.7 11.2
incmuing unearned income

Other 0.7 11.1 0.6

Departure of or from persons without 8.8 21.8 12.9
income

ALL EVENTS 51.2 23.7 81.3
, ii iii IIIIIII,H!

Source: 1984 SIPP Panel (June 1983 to Iune 1986).

Unweighted sample size: 12,268 observations.

Notes: I. The overall probability of a closing for aH recipients is 14.9 percent.

2. Probability of exit [event: proportion of individuals experiencing the event who exit from the
Food Stamp Program within one or two waves. Probability of event]exit: proportion of
individuals exiting from the Food Stamp Program who experienced the event one or two
waves previously.
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individuals whose household income increases by at least $400 due to additional unearned

income to an ongoing member are no more likely to leave the Food Stamp Program than the

average recipient (12.796 versus 14.9%). The final column shows that around 75 percent of all

exits can be associated with an increase in household income--and 57 percent with an increase

in earnings to ongoing members.

The final trigger event considered is the departure of one or more household members

who do not have income, or equivalently, the splitting off of the recipient from the household

members without income. This event occurs to 9 percent of recipients, who then have a 22

percent chance of leaving the Food Stamp Program. This event is thus associated with 13

percent of all closures.

The income and departure events may overlap to some extent. The final line of the

erdlibit therefore corresponds to the occurrence of one or more of the above-mentioned trigger

events. Roughly half of all recipients experience at least one of these events; those that do

experience at least one of these events have nearly one chance in four of exiting, thus accounting

for over 80 percem of all closures.

Occurrence of Trigger Events: Earners vs. Nonearners

Exhibits IV.3 and IV.4 present corresponding information for earners and nonearners.

There are several striking differences between the two tables:

* Death and institutionalization, which are associated with less than 1
percent of exits for individuals living in households with earnings at

_As in Chapter Two, it is not possible to compare these results with those drawn from the
Panel Study of Income Dynamics _ and Visher (1989). Those authors found that 5
percent of closings were associated with a change in the identity or marital status of the head;
another 6 percent with some _ the number of adults _; 53 percent with
an increase in earnings; 4 _ _ _ _the last household __ and 6 percent
with other decrmses in The most important tm.son that the results are
noncomparable is that changes in _ compo 'mionthat are linked to changes in income
are classified differently in the two reports. Them am also important differences in the time unit
of analysis (a year versus four months), and in the cutoff for counting a change in income as
significant ($500 in 1978 dollars from one year to the next versus $400 in current dollars from
one four-month period to the next).
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Exhibit IV.3

OCCURRENCE OF TRIGGER EVENTS FOR CLOSURES:

Percent of aH Conditional probal?ility of;
recipients with

Event event exit [event event Iexit

Left the sample 0.4% 100% 1.7%

Died 0.2 100 0.7

Was instimtio,ali-e_ci 0.1 100 0.2

Nntered armed forces 0.0 100 0.2

Fanigrated 0.0 100 0.2

Other 0. I I00 0.4

Household income increased significantly,
primarily due to:

New member with earnings 3.0 35.1 4.7

New member with unearned income 0.8 20.6 0.7

Ongoing member obtaining or 47.2 29.8 63.8
increasing earnings

Ongoing member obtaining or 8.8 21.3 8.5
increasing unearned income

Other 0.9 15.1 0.6

Departureof or frompersonswithout 12.3 22.8 12.7
income

_TT. E'VENT5 66.0 27.9 83.4
i i

5ource: 1984 5IPP Panel (;June 1983 to June 1986).

Unweighted sample size: 5,762 observations.

Note: I. The overall probability of a closing for earners is 22.1 percent.

2. Probability of exit levent: proportion of individuals experiencing the event who exit from the
Food Stamp l_ogram within one or two waves. Probability of event[exit: proportion of
individuals exiting from the Food Stamp Progtmn who experienced the event one or two
waves previously.
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Eathibit IV.4

OCCURRENCE OF TRIGGER EVENTS FOR CLOSURES:
NONEARNERS

Percent of all Conditional vrobability of:
recipients with

Event event exit [event event Iexit

Left the sample 0.9 % 100% 11.2 %

Died 0.3 I00 3.1

Was instimtio_liTed 0.2 100 2.2

Entered armed forces - 100 --

Emigrated -- 100 --

Other 0.5 100 5.8

Household income increased significantly,
primarily due to:

New member with earnings 2.2 20.0 5.4

New member with unearned income 0.6 17.0 1.2

Ongoing member obtaining or 13.8 24.7 40.7
increasingearnings

Ongoing member obtaining or 17.1 8.7 17.6
increasingunearned income

Other 0.6 6.0 0.5

Departure of or from persons without 5.7 19.7 13.4
income

,_T.T.EVEN'I_ 37.7 16.9 76.2
i i

Source: 1984 SIPP Panel (June 1983 to June 1986).

Unweighted sample size: 6,506 observations.

Note: 1. The overall probability of a closing for _ is 8.4 percent.

2. Probability of exit[event: proportion of individuals experiencing the event who exit from the
Food Stamp Program within One or two waves. Probability of event Iexit: proportion of
individuals exiting from the Food Stamp Program who experienced the event one or two
waves previously.
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baseline, are associated with over 5 percent of exits for individuals in
households without earnings.

* Increases in earnings to an ongoing household member occur to 47 percent
of individuals in households with earnings, but only to 14 percent of
individuals in households without earnings at baseline. This event is
associated with 64 percent of exits for households for the former
subgroup, and only 41 percent of exits for the latter subgroup.

· Conversely, increases in unearned income are associated with only 9
percent of exits for households with earnings, but with 18 percent of exits
for households without earnings.

Thus, an increase in earnings is a relatively more important exit route for households that

already have earnings, wh_e an increase in unearned income, and death and institutionalization,

are more frequent routes for households that do not have earnings. Furthermore, for every one

of the income and household composition-related trigger events, the probability of an exit

conditional on the event having occurred is greater for earners than for nonearners.

Occurrences of Trigger Events: Education Subgroups

Exhibits IV.5 and IV.6 show the relative importance of these events for recipients in

households containing an able-bodied non-elderly adult who is a high school graduate versus

those in households in which the able-bodied non-elderly adults do not have high school

diplomas. The differences are generally minor. The largest difference is that household

compositional changes account for nearly 20 percent of exits for the high school dropout

subgroup, compared with only 10 percent for high school graduates. These two subgroups are

much more similar to each other than either is to the excluded subgroup--members of households

with no able-bodied adults.

Oceurrence of Tri_ller Events: Demognlphlc Subllroups

Finally, differences among demographic subgroups are shown in Exhibits IV.7 through

IV.12. The most striklr_gfeature of the table for able-bodied, childless adults (Exhibit IV.7) is

the very high conditional probabilities of exit; if a trigger event occurs, an exit will follow 38

percent of the time (compared with 24 percent for the recipient population as a whole).
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Exhibit IV.5

OCCURRENCE OF TRIGGER EVENTS FOR CLOSURES:
HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATES

Percent of aH Conditional orobabilitv of:
recipients with

Event event exit [event event [exit

Left the sample 0.4% 100% 2.3 %

Died 0.2 100 0.8

Was institutionalized 0.1 100 0.7

Entered armed forces 0.0 I00 O.1

Emigrated 0.0 1O0 0.1

Other 0.1 100 0.6

Household income increased significantly,
primarily due to:

New member with earnings 2.6 42.7 5.7

New member with unearned income 0.8 15.1 0.6

Ongoing member obtaining or 36.8 32.4 62.0
increasing earnings

Ongoing member obtaining or 12.4 16.2 10.4
increasing unearned income

Other 0.9 11.0 0.5

Departure of or from persons without 9.5 22.2 10.9
income

AX I. EVENTS 58.1 27.9 84.5
ii

Source: 1984 SIPP Panel (/u_ 1983 w June 1986),

Unweighted sample size: 6,058 observations

Note: I. The overall probability of a _ for high school graduates is 19.2 percent.

2. Probability of exit[event: proportion of individ,,al_ experiencing the event who exit from the
Pood Stamp Prognun within one or two waves. Probability of event[exit: proportion of
individuals exiting from the Food Stamp Program who experienced the event one or two
waves previously.
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Exhibit IV.6

OCCURRENCE OF TRIGGER EVENTS FOR CLOSURES:
HIGH SCHOOL DROPOUTS

Percent of all Conditional probability of:
recipients with

Event event exit [event event [exit

Left thc sample 0.5% 100% 4.4%

Died 0.1 100 1.2

Was institutionsliT_d 0.0 100 0.3

Faltered armed forces 0.0 100 0.2

Emigrated 0.0 100 0.2

Other 0.3 100 2.4

Household income increased significanfiy,
primarily due to:

New member with earnings 2.8 14.8 3.8

New member with unearned income 0.6 25.5 1.4

Ongoing member obtaining or 28.3 22.3 58.0
increasing earnings

Ongoing member ob,nlning or 14.9 7.6 10.4
increasing unearned income

Other 0.8 11.4 0.8

Departure of or from persons without 9.7 21.5 19.2
income

.AV.T._ 51.4 16.9 79.9

Source: 1984 SIPP Panel (June 1983 to June 1986).

Unweighted sample size: 4,667 observations.

Note: I. The overall probability of a closing for high school dropouts is 10.9 percent.

2. Probability of exit[event: proportion of individuals experiencing the event who exit from the
Food Stamp Program within one or two waves. Probability of event[exit: proportion of
individuals exiting from the Food Stamp Program who experienced the event one or two
waves previously.
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Exhibit IV.7

OCCURRENCE OF TRIGGER EVENTS FOR CLOSURES:
ABI_BODIED, CHILDLESS ADULTS

Percent of ali Conditional probability Qf;
recipients with

Event event exit [event event [exit

Left the sample 1.1% 100% 4.5%

Died 0.3 100 1.4

Was institudonalized 0.2 100 0.9

Entered armed forces - - -

Emigrated ......

Other 0.5 100 2.3

Household income increased significantly,
primarily due to:

New member with earnings 3.0 28.3 6.7

New member with unearned income 3.0 19.0 3.6

Ongoing member obtaining or 32.1 28.6 61.8
increasing earnings

Ongoing member obtaining or 12.4 12.7 10.3
increasing unearned income

Other 0.4 11.1 0.8

Departure of or from persons without 4.0 21.8 7.8
income

_T_T_EVENTS 52.0 23.7 85.1

Source: 1984 SIPP Panel (June 1983 to June 1986).

Unweighted sample size: 614 observations

Note: 1. The overall probability of a closing for able-bodied, childless adults is 23.3 percent.

2. Probability of exit[event: proportion of individuals experiencing the event who exit from the
Food Stamp Program within one or two waves. Probability of event[exit: proportion of
individuals exiting from the Food Stamp Program who experienced the event one or two
waves previously.
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ExlMbit W.8

OCCURRENCE OF TRIC__ER EVENTS FOR CLOSLrRK_:
AGED AND DISABLED

i

Percent of all Conditional probability of:
recipients with

Event event exit [event event [exit

Left the sample 3.1% 100 % 26.4 %

Died 1.3 100 11.3

Was institutionalized 0.4 100 3.0

Entered armed forces .....

Emigrated ....

Other 1.4 100 12.1

Household income increased significantly,
primarily due to:

New member with earnings 0.9 16.4 1.3

New member with unearned income 0.7 28.2 1.8

Ongoing member obtaining or 6.3 25.4 13.7
increasing earnings

Ongoing member obtaining or I1.2 24.9 23.7
increasing unearned income

Other 0.5 0.0 0.0

Departure of or from persons without 0.8 27.1 1.9
income

ALT. EVENTS 22.8 33.2 64.6

Source: 1984 SIP/' Panel (June 1983 to June 1986).

Unweighted sample size: 1,509 observations

Note: I. The overall probability of a closing for aged and disabled childless adults is I1.7 percent.

2. Probability of exit[event: proportion of individuals experiencing the event who exit from the
Food Stamp Program within one or two waves. Probability of event[exit: proportion of
individuals exiting from the Food Stamp Program who experienced the event one or two
waves previously.
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For the aged and disabled (Exhibit IV.8), only 65 percent of exits can be associated with

a trigger event--26 percent with death, institutionalization, and related events. Furthermore,

only about 14 percent of exits arc associated with increases in earnings to ongoing household

members, but nearly a quarter to increases in unearned income. Thc corresponding percentages

for the recipient population az a whole, it will be recalled, are 57 percent and 11 percent.

The patterns for both children living with a single adult, and single adults living with

children, are fairly similar to those for the population as a whole in the relative importance of

thc various exit mutes (Exhibits IV.9 and IV. 11). The trigger events are, however, less frequent

for these subgroups than for the population as a whole, especially increases in earnings. Also,

the conditional probabilities of exit are generally smaller. Little over 40 percent of these

individuals experience a trigger event, and less than 20 percent of those that do so then exit the

program. A unique feature for these subgroups is that new camera joining the household

constitute a significant route for exiting the Food Stamp Program, occurring along with 12

percent of closures. This event is associated with only 5 percent of closures for recipients in

general.

CbUdren living with multiple adults and multiple adults living with cMldren (Exhibits

IV. ]0 and IV. 12) can likewise be considered.jointly. These individuals have over a 60 percent

chanceof experiencing a trigger event; increasesin earningsto ongoing membersarc especially

likely, occurring to over 40 percent of recipients.

Recidivism

To complete our analysis of Food Stamp Program exits, we examine the recidivism rate,

or the proportion of recipients who return to the program within some time after leaving it.

Information on these rates is pre_.oted in Exhibit IV. 13.

For the recipient population as a whole, nearly 12 percent reportedly return to the

program within 4 months. Thc rates for 8, 12, and 16 months are 30 percent, 38 percent, and
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Exhibit IV.9

OCCURRENCE OF TRIGGER EVENTS FOR CLOSURES:
ONE ADULT WITH CHILDREN

Percent of all Conditional probability of;
recipients with

Event event exit [event event [exit

Left the sample 0.1% 100% 1.3%

Died .....

Was institutionaliT_! ....

Batered armed forces .....

Emigrated ......

Other 0.1 100 1.3

Household income increased significantly,
primarily due to:

New member with earnings 3.5 31.0 11.6

New member with unearned income 0.7 18.9 1.4

Ongoing member obtaining or 21.1 25.2 56.4
increasing earnings

Ongoing member obtaining or 13.2 7.8 10.9
increasing unearned income

Other 0.5 16.0 0.9

Departure of or from persons without 3.7 15.7 6.2
income

.ALT EVENTS 40.8 19.0 82.3

Source: 1984 SIPP Panel (Iune 1983 to Iune 1986).

Unweighted sample size: 1,305 observations.

Note: 1. The overall probability of a closing for one adult with children is 9.4 percent.

2. Probability of exit [event: proportion of individuals experiencing the event who exit from the
Food Stamp Program within one or two waves. Probability of event[exit: proportion of
individuals exiting from the Food Stamp Program who experienced the event one or two
waves previously.
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Exhibit IV.10

OCCURRENCE OF TRIGGER EVENTS FOR CLOSURE&
MULTIPLE: ADULTS WTrH CHILDREN

Percent of aH Conditional probabilitv of;
recipients with

Event event exit [event event Sexit, i

Left the sample 0.5 % 100% 2.4 %

Died 0.1 100 0.5

Was institutiomliz_ 0.1 100 0.7

Entered armed forces 0.1 100 0.2

Fanigrated 0.1 100 0.4

Other 0.1 100 0.6

Household income increased significantly,
primarily due to:

New member with earnings 2.4 32.0 3.7

New member with unearned income 0.5 17.0 0.4

Ongoing member obtaining or 42.3 30.5 63.5
incrmsing earnings

Ongoing member obtaining or 12.6 15.3 9.5
increasing unearned income

Other 0.6 18.2 0.5

Departure of or from persons without 15.3 26.6 20.0
income

.ArT EVENTS 65.2 26.3 84.5

Source: 1984 SIPP Panel Oune 1983 to June 1986).

Unweighted sample size: 2,698 obselvafions.

Note: 1. The oventll probability of a closing for multiple adults with children is 20.3 percent.

2. Probability of exit [event: pro_rtion of 'individuals experiencing the event who exit from the
Food Stamp Program within one or two waves. Probability of event [exit: proportion of
individuals exiting from the Food Stamp Program who experienced the event one or two
waves previously.
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Exhibit IV. II

OCCURRENCE OF TRIGGER EVENTS FOR CLOSI,_:
cPr-X)REN WITH ONE ADULT

Percent of all Conditional probability of:
recipients with

Event event exit Ievent event ]exit

Left the sample 0.5 % I00 % 5.1%

Died 0.0 100 0.4

Was institutionalized 0.1 100 1.0

Entered armed forces 0.1 100 0.5

Emigrated .....

Other 0.3 100 3.2

Household income increased significantly,
primarily due to:

New member with earnings 3.8 27.7 11.6

New member with unearned income 0.5 20.8 1.2

Ongoing member obtaining or 19.7 24.4 52.4
increasing earnings

Ongoing member obtaining or 15.2 '6.5 10.8
increasing unearned income

Other 0.7 8.5 0.7

Departure of or from persons without 4.6 24.5 12.3
income

.aT.T EVENTS 42.3 17.8 82.2
i i

Source: 1984 SIPP Panel (June 1983 to June t986).

Unweighted sample size: 2,813 observations.

Note: 1. The overall probabilityof a closing for the children with one adult is 14.9 percent.

2. Probability of exit [event: proportion of individuals experiencing the event who exit from the
Food Stamp Program within one or two waves. Probability of event[exit: proportion of
individuals exiting from the Food Stamp Program who experienced the event one or two
waves previously.
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Exhibit IV.12

OCCURRENCE OF TRIGGER EVENTS FOR CLOSURES:
CItH_ WITH MULTIPLE ADULTS

Percent of all Conditional nrobabilitv of:

recipients with

Event event exit [event event [exit

Left the sample 0.1 _ 100% 0.6%

Died 0.0 i00 0.2

Was institutionalized 0. t 100 0.4

Entered armed forces - - -

Emigrated ....

Other ....

Household income increased significantly,
primarily due to:

New member with earnings 1.9 17.2 2.1

New member with unearned income 0.5 0.0 0.0

Ongoing member obtaining or 40.5 26.5 66.4
increasing ean_gs

Ongoing member obtaining or 12.8 10.6 8.5
increasing unearned income

Other 1.1 5.6 0.4

Departure of or from persons without 13.3 14.2 11.7
income

ALL _ 62.6 20.9 81.1
i

Source: 1984 SIPP Panel (June 1983 to June 1986).

Unweighted sample size: 3,166 observations.

Note: 1. The overall probability of a closing for children with multiple adults is 16.1 percent.

2. Probability of exit Jevent: proportion of individuals experiencing the event who exit
from the Food Stamp Program within one or two waves. Probability of event[exit:
proportion of individuals exiting from the Food Stamp Program who experienced the
event one or two waves previously.
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Exhibit 13/.13

RECIDMSM

Proportion of recipients
who exited that mum within:

Illl

4 8 12 16
months months months months

I I IIlll]

Earners 12.0% 29.2% 36.4% 42.9%
Noneamers 10.0 33.8 44.5 48.1

High school graduates 9.7 28.1 35.6 42.2
High school dropouts 16.0 37.0 46.9 51.9

Able-bodied, childless 7.8 23.6 32.1 37.7
Aged and disabled 5.0 19.8 21.7 26.0
One adult with children 16.2 34.4 41.0 43.2
Multiple adults with children 12.4 29.5 37.2 44.1
Children with one adult I4.5 39.9 49.9 53.3
Children with more than one 11.7 31.4 39.2 46.2
adult

.AT.T.INDIVIDUALS 11.6% 30.3% 38.3% 44.2%

COnweighted sample size) (2,832) (2,487) (2,083) (1,625)

Source: 1984 SIPP Panel 0une 1983 to June 1986).

Note: For del'tuitions of population subgroups, see Exhibit H. 1. High school graduate and
dropout subgroups do not sum to 100 percent of the population because individuals
in households containing only elderly or disabled adults axe excluded.
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44 percent, respectively. It appears that the recidivism rate would be still higher for periods of

two years or more. _

The elderly and disabled show markedly lower recidivism rates than the recipient

population as a whole. The highest recidivism rates are seen among households headed by high

school dropouts, and children living with one adult.:

Summary

This chapter has presented a variety of information concerning the circumstances

surrounding exits from the Food Stamp Program for the populationas a whole and for ten

recipient subgroups. Exhibit IV.14 summarizes the patterns by showing the proportion of

closings for each subgroup that can be associated with each major potential trigger event. Some

of the key Findings are that:

tThese rates may overstate true recidivism. It has been suggested that some gaps in reported
receipt are due to alternative household members responding from one interview to another.
Thus, the husband may report food stamp receipt in Wave 2, the wife may report no receipt in
Wave 3, and the husband may report receipt again in Wave 4, even though the actual recipiency
status has not changed.

:Burstein and Visher (1989) estimated six-month recidivism rates based on a nationally
representative administrative data base covering the time period October 1980 through December
1983. Although they did not present a value for the overall population, a rate can be roughly
calculated from their Table 3.16, p.60. This rate is 26.6 percent. This is somewhat higher than
the average of the four- and eight-month rates presented above for the entire population, 21.0
percent.

The subgroups for which Burstein and Visher calculated recidivism rates mostly do not
correspond to the subgroups shown in Exhibit IV. 13. Some of the demographic groups can,
however, be compared. The patterns of results relative to the food stamp population as a whole
are fairly similar. As in the _ _rt, But'stein _ Visher found higher than average
recidivism rates for one-adult house,ho!._._ with children. They found even higher recidivism
rates for households containing m_le adults and c_ren, however, while the current report
fmcls that these households have recidi_ rates close to the overall mean. The two analyses
do agree in finding quite low _ rates for the elderly and disabled--17.7 percent at six
months in Burstein and Vishex, and 12.4 perc_t as _ average of the four- and eight-month
rates in the current report. These rates are only 60 to 70 percent of the corresponding estimates
of the rates for aH food stamp recipients. Finally, both analyses find lower than average
recidivism rates for able-bodied childless individuals (identified in Burstein and Visher as non-
elderly GA and NPA recipients living alone or in couples).
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Exhibit IV.14

DISTRIBUTION OF TRIGGER EVENTS FOR CLOSINGS: AIJ. SUBGROUPS

New member: Ongoing meml_r-'

Death, with increasing Departure of or
institutional- with unearned increasing unearned from persons All events

Subgroup ization, etc. earnings income earnings income without income

Earners 1.7 4.7 0.7 63.8 8.5 12.7 83.4
Noneamers 11.2 5.4 1.2 40.7 17.6 13.4 76.2

High school grnduates 2.3 5.7 0.6 62.0 10.4 10.9 84.5
High school dropouts 4.4 3.8 1.4 58.0 10.4 19.2 79.9

Able-bodied, childless 4.5 6.7 3.6 61.8 10.3 7.8 85.1
Agedanddisabled, 26.4 1.3 1.8 13.7 23.7 1.9 64.6

4 childless

Oneadultliving 1.3 11.6 1.4 56.4 10.9 6.2 82.3
with children

Multipleadultsliving 2.4 3.7 0.4 63.5 9.5 20.0 84.5
with children

Children living .With 5.1 11.6 '1.2 52.4 10.8 12.3 82.2
one adult

Children living with 0.6 2. I 0.0 66.4 8.5 11.7 81.1
multiple adults

_tl.l. IND_UALS 4.4 4.9 0.9 57.0 11.2 12.9 81.3

Source: 1984 SIPP Panel 0une 1983 to June 1986).

Note: The percentages in this table represent the proportion of all food stamp closings that arc associated with each event.



· The single most important exit route is an increase in earnings to an
ongoing household member;

· Death and institutionalization cause only a small percentage of closures,
but these are (naturally) heavily concentrated among the elderly and
disabled;

· Some other exit routes are of special importance for certain subgroups.
These include changes in household composition for high school dropouts,
and the acquisition of an additional adult with earnings for one-adult
households with children.

Food stamp closures among recipients are much less rare than food stamp openings

among non-recipients. Predicting closure therefore has a better chance of success. In fact,

nearly a quarter of current recipients who experience a trigger event exit the Food Stamp

Program within the next 4 to 8 months. In contrast, only 3 percent of non-recipients with

household income under three times the poverty threshold who experience a trigger event begin

to receive food stamps within the next 4 to 8 months.

These results conf'u-m the common-sense notion that it is hard to exit from the Food

Stamp Program without an increase in household earnings. Furthermore, only for recipients

living in single-parent households is an external source of the increase in earnings (i.e., a new

spouse) an important trigger event for a case closure. Yet an increase in earnings is by no

means either absolutely necessary or sufficient for a closure. Households could drop out of the

Food Stamp Program for reasons that a general-purpose survey such as SIPP could never detect

-for example, a change in local office procedures, a family emergency that made a recipient

miss a recertification interview, a change in the bus route that makes the local office harder to

reach, or an unple!_nt experience using food stamps. Households that leave the Food Stamp

Program without an increase in earnings are almost sure to still be eligible, however, and thus

will have not achieved financial independence and security. They may therefore return to the

program relatively soon.

The SIPP data indicate that nearly 40 percent of ail individuals who exit the Food stamp

Program remm within a year. Higher recidivism rates are seen among children living with a

single adult, high school dropouts, and those who do not have earnings at the time that they

leave. Lower rates are seen among the aged and disabled, and able-bodied, childless

individuals.
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CHAFFER FWE

PATTERNS OF FOOD STAMP RECF. rPT

The three preceding chapters have presented fmdings on the circumstances surrounding

food stamp spell begi,,i_gs, on the duration of food stamp spells, on the circumstances

mrrounding food stamp exits, and on the rate of return to the Food Stamp Program. In this

chapter, the strands are brought together for each of the subgroups and for the food stamp

population as a whole. As in earlier discussions, membership in a subgroup is determined

_.cording to the following roles:

· For analysis of trigger events for openings, characteristics are measured
two waves prior to the opening. Educational and demographic subgroups
are established in the f'h-stmonth of the baseline wave; the earner and non-
earner subgroups are identified according to whether there were earners
in the individual's household in any month of the baseline wave.

· For analysis of spell length, all characteristics are measured in the f'uzt
month of receipt of food stamps.

· For analysis of trigger events for closures, analogously to trigger events
for openings, characteristics are measured two waves prior to the closure.

· For analysis of recidivism, characteristics are measured in the first month
of nonreceipt.

Thus, consider a woman with a child and with no earnings whose entrance to the Food Stamp

Program is triggered by the departure of her husband, who did have a job. Eventually she gets

a job herself and leaves the Food Stamp Program. Then for analysis of trigger events for

openings, she appears in the subgroups for earners and for multiple adults with childr-_ (because

that was her situation before the trigger event occurred). For analysis of length of spell and of

trigger events for closure, she appears in the nonearner and single parent subgroups. Irmally,

for analysis of recidivism, she _ in the earner and single-parent subgroups. Her history

cannot be traced by following any particular subgroup through ail the phases, but rather by

following the varying subgroups.
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All Recipients

Exhibit V. 1 graphically presents the dynnmlcs of food stamp receipt for the population

as a whole in four bar charts. The f'wstchart, entitled 'Events Surrounding OpeningS," shows

the relative frequency of the various trigger events for entrances into the Food Stamp Program.

It can be seen that over 70 percent of individuals beginning a food stamp spell have experienced

an income drop of $400 from one four month period to the next-generally a loss of earnings

to an ongoing household member. Ten percent have acquired a new infant, and 8 percent have

acquired another new household member without income. (These events may overlap with

income losses.) Another 5 percent have just begun receipt of cash assistance, but had not

experienced any of the previously mentioned events, lust under 20 percent of the individuals

beginning tO receive food stamps did not experience any of the measured events.

Having begun to receive food stamps, over 40 percent of individuals exit the program

within four months or less, and over 80 percent exit within two years. AS Shown in the second

chart in F.x_bit V. I, entitled 'Length of Food Stamp Spell," the estimated mean spell is 22

months, while the median is six months.

The third chart, entitled 'Events Surrounding Closings," shows that 57 percent of exits

are accompanied by a gain in earnings to an ongoing household member, 11 percent by a gain

in unearned income, and 6 percent by the arrival of a new household member with income.

Thirteen percent of exits occur in conjunction with the departure of, or a separation from, a

person without income. Crheseevents may occur at the same time as an income gain-for

example, a person may move from a household which contains several people with no income

to a household which contains an earner.) Another 5 percent of exits result from the death or

im_timtion_JiT_tion of the /nd/x/dual. l=inally, as shown in the fourth chart, entitled

'Reopenings," 12 percent of individuals who leave the program return within 4 months, and 38

percent do so Within a year.

F_rners vs. Nonearners

Individuals whose households contain earners in one period may be in nonearner

households in another. Exhibit V.2 highlights the differences between earners and nonearners,
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using the same format as Exhibit V. 1. In the interest of clarity, several sets of bars have been

omitted from ail charts which present subgroup-level trigger events for openings and closings.

The omitted bars correspond to events of minor impo_nce which did not show much variation

between the subgroups being examined.

The primary trigger events for openings for members of earner households are d_reases

in earnings m household members and acquisition of a new infant. Individuals in househoIds

that still have earnings at the time a spell begins have relatively short spells; the mean duration

is 14 months and the medinrt is only 5 months. Households with earnings leave the Food Stamp

Program primarily through an increase in earnings, and their recidivism rate is lower than

average.

For nonearner households, in contrast, the primary trigger events for openings are losses

of unearned income, losses of earnings, and startup of cash assistance. Furthermore, no trigger

event occurred for nearly half of the openings for noneamers. Spell duration is longer for

nonearners than for earners: the mean and medi:_q spell lengths are 30 and 10 months,

respectively.

The primary exit route for nonearncrs, as for most subgroups, is an increase in earnings;

but other important exit routes are increases in unearned income, and death and

institutionalization. Conditional on a trigger event occurring, members of nonearner households

are only about 60 percent as likely to exit the program as members of earned households.

Recidivism rates are also somewhat higher than for earners.

Education Subgroups

Differences can be seen between households which contain an able-bodied, non-elderly

high school graduate and those in which the only able-bodied non-elderly adults are high school

dropouts. As shown in Exhibit V.3, entries of high school graduates are prima-fly due to losses

in earned income. Spells are a Uttle shorter than average, with mean duration of 17 months, and

exits are primarily due to increased gamings. Recidivism is about average. In short, this

subgroup does not look very different from the general population.
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For high school dropouts, while loss of earnings is still the most common trigger event

for an opening, additions of new babies and other household members are more common than

for the rest of the population. Spell lengths for this subgroup are somewhat longer than for the

rest of the population (the mean duration is 27 months). Significant reasons for closings include

not only increased earnings to current members, but also the departure of (or separation from)

household members without income of their own. Recidivism for this subgroup is somewhat

higher than average.

Demographic Subgroups

Substantial variations are also seen among the demographic subgroups. Exhibit V.4

summarizes patterns for the two types of individuals in childless households--namely, the able-

bodied, and the aged and disabled.

For able-bodied, childless adults, food _nmp openings occur largely in conjunction with

decreases in earnings. Yet they are much less likely to open, given a trigger event, than the

population as a whole. Food stamp stays are short, averaging less than 14 months and half of

them ending with 5 months. Exits are primarily duo to increases in earnings; and the probability

of a closure conditional on a trigger event is 60 percent greater than for the general recipient

population. Thus, this subgroup seems to be quite resilient--unlikely to begin a spell, and

readily exiting. Recidivism is also somewhat lower than for the population as a whole.

The elderly and disabled form an interesting contrast. Their probability of an opening

conditional on a trigger event is even lower than for the able-bodied individuals; and trigger

events rarely happen, as well. When they do occur, losses of unearned income and startup of

cash assistance are more important than for the general pol_Intlon. On the other hand, more

than haft of aH openings for thi._subgroup cannot be associated with any of the identified trigger

events.

The aged and disabled receive food stamps for about 50 percent longer than the general

recipient population. Their median _ length is 8 months. Over a quarter of all exits are due

to death or institutionalization, and another quarter are associated with a gain in unearned

income. Other trigger events occur rarely, so that many exits are not explained. Once off the
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Food Stamp Program, recidivism occurs at little more than half the rate for the general popula-

tion. This cannot be attributed to the permanent nature of many of the food stamp closings,

because subgroups for measuring recidivism are defined as of the first month in which food _

stamps were not received. Those who died and were institutionalized are not included, because

they never entered the nonrecipient population. The low recidivism rate is therefore a reflection

of the great inez_ia of this group, also evident in the low program entry and exit rates.

Exhibit V.5 shows the patterns for able-bodied childless adults again, this time contrasted

with single adults living with children. Single adults with children are three times as likely to

begin to _r__eivefood stamps than able-bodied adults without children in a given four-month

period. Furthermore, single adults with children are less likely to have lost income or a

household member with income just before the spell of food stamp receipt began, and more

likely to have just begun to receive cash assistance. Once they begin to _p_'_eivefood stamps,

their average spell length is almost three times as long as for able bodied, childless adults. The

patterns of events surrounding closure are similar for these two subgroups; but the single parents

are substantially more likely to reopen within a year.

Finally, Exhibit V.6 contrasts the patterns for children living with one adult and children

living with multiple adults. For children living with one adult, the probability of an opening

conditional on a trigger event is substantially higher than for the population as a whole. The

acquisition of a new infant or other household member without income is a relatively important

trigger event (although loss of income, for this subgroup as for aH others, is substantially more

frequent). Mean duration of receipt is over three years, while the median duration is a year.

Although most exits occur in association with increases in earnings to ongoing household

members, a unique feature for these children is that a substantial number of exits occur in

conjunction with the acquisition of new members with earnings. Recidivism is high. These

individuals are clearly heavily dependent on food stamps.

Children living with multiple adults, on the other hand, show patterns similar to those

for the population as a whole. Thus, openings occur largely due to earnings losses, although

the probability of this and most other trigger events is higher than for other subgroups. Once

receiving food stamps, the mean duration is only 20 months, less than the overall population
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mean of 22 months. Exit patterns and recidivism rates are about average for the recipient

population. The addition of a second adult to a household with children approximately halves

the probability of an opening and the expected length of spell once it hegira, and also ?._duces

the n_cidivism rate by a fifth.

Summary

The salient characteristics of an individual are likely to change during the cycle of food

_rnp recipiency: many of the events that are associated with entering or leaving the program

pertain to presence of earners in the household and household composition. At each point in the

cycle, however, greater dependency is associated with lack of earned income, lack of a high

school diploma, and single parenthood.

In particular,

· F,amed income is a dominant factor in participation. A change in a
household member's earnings is the most common event associated with
entering and leaving the program. Households _ begin a food stamp
spell with earnings end their spells more quickly. Households that have
earnings when they leave the program are less likely to return.

· Households cont_inlng only high school dropouts are substantially more
likely to begin to _ro:__ivefood stamps than equally poor households
containing high school graduates. Their mean duration is longer, and
their recidivism rate is higher.

· One-adult households with children show the mostpersistentdependency
patterns. This group has the longest spells and the highest recidivism
late.

'I_ _ and disabled comprise a special group. Among the subgroups examined, the

trigger n-nlysis is least informative about why these people enter and leave the program than any

other. Once they begin retrying food _, they have relatively long spells. When their

spells end, however, they are least likely to resume participation.
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APPENDIX A

DATA

The 1984 panel of the Survey of Income and Program Panic'q_ation (SIPP) is a nationally

n_'esentative survey of about 20,000 households, each of which was interviewed once every

four months starting in October 1983. The sample is divided into four rotation groups which

were interviewed on a staggered basis, with the last interviews occurring in 7uly, 1986.

The SIPP questionnaire consists of three parts. The _, which is prepared for

an address, contains information on household composition and demographics. The core

_, which are replicated in each of the interviewing waves, address issues of labor force

slams, income, and participation in government programs. _l_ll_i.t21Jl_, which were added

to ail waves except the fh.st two, cover such special topics as health and disability, child care

arrangements, and fertility, on a one-time or intermittent basis.

The analyses in this report are based on a longitudinal f'de which was extracted from the

core of the SIPP data base. Several topical modules were also examined. In the sections that

follow, these two types of data are described, followed by a discussionof two aspects of the data

that have particular implications for the nnnlyses: response error and the need for sample

weights. The concluding section presents some summary statistics on Food Stamp Program

participation as reported in these data.

The Longitudinal File

In 1988, the Bureau of the Census completed construction of thc 1984 SIPP Full Panel

Research File, a rearrangement of the SIPP data into longitudinnl form. Some key features of

the f'fie are as follows:

· Information from the ni_ interview, which was adm/niste,nxl to only two
of the rotation groups, is not used, so that the time period covered for all
individuals is 32 months.
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· Imputations of missing data wcrc performed using across-waveinforma-
tion on the same individual. In the original Fries, in contrast, imputations
were carried out within each wave by matching individuals with similar
characteristics.

· Similarly, longitudinal weights were developed to rephce the cross-section
weights from the original _es.

· Finally, the variables bwught into the file were restricted w a small
fraction of the avai]nbledata. Details from the corequestionnaire, aswell
asaU information from the topical modules, were excluded.

In 1989, Mathematica Policy Research created an extract of this f'rie for the purposes of

another project, in which the number of variables was further reduced.t AU one-month gaps in

reported receipt of food stamps and cash assistance were f'dlcd in, using the average value of the

benefits received in the preceding and subsequent months. This extract from the FuU Panel

Research FUe is the data source for this report.

Topical Modules

As noted above, the longitudinal f'de contains no information from the topical modules.

Several of these are potentially relevant to analysis of food stamp receipt.

The module of greatest interest pertains to lL_d/alV...hilll/_. Information was coUected

during Wave 5 from all individuals aged I8 or over on the following items:

· if currently receiving food stamps, the length of the current speU of
receipt and whether there were previous spells of receipt;

· ff not currently receiving food stamps, whether they had ever in their life
applied, and ff so, whether they had ever been authorized; and

· ff ever authorized, when the first spell began, how long the first speU
lasted, andthe total number of spells of receipi.

_See Hoke and Doyle (I990).
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The topical modules in Wave 3 are also of interest because they contain several

potentially useful covariates. The health and disability module includes serf-repo rted health

status. The education and work history_module provides two types of life history data:

· sources of job search Lr_ining alld vocatioBal training; and

· spells of unemployment: timing and reasons.

Other topical modules provide information on households' resources. Information on

home and vehicle ownership, including current values and amounts of outstanding mortgages and

loans, are available from the _ module in Wave 4. Information on households'

liquid assets can be found in the assets and liabilities module.

Data are coUected on the presence and value of not only interest-earning assets, as in the

core module, but also of stocks and mutual fund shares, rental income, mortgages, royalties, and

other investments. Financial information is also collected on U.S. savings bonds, checking

accounts, outstanding debts to individuals, credit card bills, and life insurance. The value of this

i_formation is limited, however, by its static nature. While the presence of assets may be an

important predictor of whether a household applies for food stamps after suffering a loss of

income, knowledge of a household's assets in the 16th month of the observation period is of

dubious value in predicting earlier food stamp openings.

The findings reported in this paper do not use any information from the topical modules.

As discussed in more detail in Appendix D, the welfare history module data proved to be

inappropriate for linking with the core data in principle, and too unreliable to warrant separate

analysis in practice. Data from the other topical modules were also eventually excluded because

of t/_ir l_m/_ availability and coverage.

tThe core instrument, which focuses primarily on income, _ information only on the
amount of _ earned on various assets for the four-month _ as a whole. _ndents
are not directly questioned on asset value or on the presence of assets that do not earn interest
(such as checking accounts).
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Response Error

Like all surveys, the $IPP is vulnerable to response errors of various kinds. In several

papers, Kent Marquis and Jeffrey Moore analyzed the match between responses onprogram

l_micilmtion in the first two interviews of the 1984 panel of SIPP, and *dminlstrative data on

benefit receipt for the same individuals in three States-Florida, Pennsylvania, and Wisconsin.

Their key finding is that while the mean number of individuals reporting food stamp receipt is

about the same in the two data bases (it was 7 percent smaller in the SIPP), this is a function

of numerous coun_Inncing errors in the SIPP rather than accurate reporting. Forty-two

percent of the residual variance in a mffression of reported progtnm participation on the

presumably accurate admini_rative measure was attributable to response error. The situation

was considerably worse for _ in food stamp participation-that is, exits from and entries

to the program. Here the response bias was -12 percent, i.e. the total number of changes

reported was 12 percent less than the actual. Within a wave, however, occurrence of change

was underreported by 30 percent on average; while across waves, it was overreported by 115

percent? Furthermore, the individuals that reported the changes were not necessarily those that

t_}eriellced them, both within and across waves, the proportion of the total variance in this

measure that was due to response error was 86 percent.

It appears then that while the SIPP can be relied upon to produce a good estimate of the

total number of people receiving food stamps at a point in time, and a moderately good estimate

of the number of individuals beginning and ending receipt of food stamps, its accuracy on the

microlevel is suspect. In particular,

· If the errors in mi_reporting exits are correlated with length of receipt, the
estimated distribution of mean spell lengths will be incorrect.

i

_See, for example, Marquis and Moore (I989, 1990).

a.lklthougho!le might have expected to find equal numbers of changes in the _ini_-ative
data in aH months, it happened that there were somewhat fewer changes in the f'trst month of
the second wave.
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· Because of the measurement error in length of completed spell,
associations with putative explanatory variables will be attenuated.
Differences between subgroups may be blurred, and regression
coefficients in multivariate models may be biased downward.

In an illustrative example, Marquis and Moore found that regression coefficients in a model of

receipt of food stamps in _sylwn{n would be biased toward zero by 23 percent. The bias

would presumably be substantially worse for a model of food stamp exits. On the other hand,

they report that a quarter of the discrepancies in food stamp nx'_-_iptare atuibutable to respondent

confusion about which household member is the food stamp case head. This type of error would

not affect analyses of food stamp vtg.Y_ClMIIsuch as this one.

Two actions were taken to attempt to reduce the sensitivity of the findings in this report

to response error. First, as noted earlier, reported gaps in food stamp receipt of a single

month's duration have been removed from the data, on the assumption that most of these were

spurious. Second, for the analyses that pertain to circumstances surrounding food stamp

openings and closings, receipt is defined with respect to a four-month interview period rather

than a single month. Because of the particular interest in length of completed spells, the

duration analysis uses monthly data; but the apparent gain in precision may be spurious in pan.

Sample Weights

Descriptive analyses of the SIPP data require the use of weights. Although there was no

deliberate over- or undersampling when the sample was initially drawn, some discrepancies arose

by chance, while others arose due to the differential response rates of this sample.

The Census developed a set of longitudinal weights for individuals for whom there are

32 months of data, i.e., the non-attriters. The.se weights are designed to render that subset of

individuals nationally representative. The deletion of attriters reduces sample sizes by about 40

percent.

The Census also devel_ a set of cross-section weights which when applied to the

'lO0-1evel individuals"-sample members who were present for the Wave 1 interview--achieve

national representativeness as well. Our analysis includes only lO0-level individuals, because
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the great majority of people who entered the sample later through marriage, etc., had a chance

tO be drawn initially and were not selected.

The cross-section weights are not appropriate for the current analysis, because they do

not adjust for differential probabilities of attrition over the lifetime of the survey. While it is

possible in principle to model sample attrition explicitly, and thus include the full sample in the

analysis, it was determined that this procedure would be beyond the scope of this project. The

current report thet_ore applies the longitudinal weights developed by the Bureau of the Census

to the 32-month sample

Summary Statistics ._n Food Stamp Program Participation

The 1984 $IPP panel covers the period June 1983 through June 1986. Although the

exact time span covered for each individual varies by rotation group, all individuals have

complete data for calendar years I984 and 1985. For the first rotation group, for example,

January 1984 con'ea_nds to the eighth reference month and December 1985 corresponds to the

thirty-first reference month.

A total of 3,330 individuals in the longitudinal file received food stamps at some time

during calendar year 1984, while a total of 3,044 individuals received benefits some time during

calendar year 1985. Exhibit A. 1 shows mean months of _receipt and turnover for these two

years, for the recipient population as a whole and for subgroups. The subgroups for receipt in

each year are defined as of December of the preceding year.

Months of receipt for any individual over the course of a year vary from I to 12, The

turnover rate is del'reed as the number of individuals who ever received benefits (the

II

ll_e exceptions are people who were not part of the universe in November 1983--i.e.,
people who had not been bom yet, who were in jail and later released, who were in the military,
etc.
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Exhibit A.I

SUMMARY OF FOOD STAMP PROGRAM PARTICIPATION IN 1984 AND 1985

, ,i

1984 1985

Mean Mean
Individuals by Characteristics Months of Turnover Months of Turnover

in _g December Receipt Rate Receipt Rate
i

Farmers 7.0 1.7 7.1 1.7

Non-earners 9.9 1.2 10.1 1.2

High school graduates 7.7 1.6 7.8 1.5

High school dropouts 9.3 1.3 9.6 1.2

Able-bodied, childless 6.9 1.7 7.7 1.6

Blderly/disabled, childless 9.3 1.3 9.6 1.2

One adult living with children 9.9 1.2 10.1 1.2

Multiple adults living with children 7.6 1.6 7.4 1.6

Children living with one adult 9.9 1.2 10.3 1.2

Children living with multiple adults 8.0 1.5 8.2 1.5

AI'I_ RECIPIENTS 8.5 1.4 8.7 1.4

i

Source: 1984 SIPP Panel (June 1983 to June 1986).

Notes: (1) The calculations for each year are based on all individuals who received food
stamps in one or more months of that calendar year.

(2) For definitions of population subgroups, see Exhibit II. I.
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tmduplicated count) divided by the avenge number _receivingbenefits in a month. It follows that

the turnover rate is 12 divided by mean months of receipt, z

The patterns for 1984 and 1985 are quite similar, although mean months of receipt are

slightly higher in 1985 than in 1984 for most subgroups. For the recipient population as a

whole, those who received food stamps did so on avenge for 8.5 and 8.7 months in 1984 and

1985, r_ectively. The turnover rate for both years was 1.4. Higher than avenge turnover

rates wen seen for individuals who, in the p_rv:_-rllngDecember, lived in households that:

· contained an earner;

* contained a high school graduate;

, consisted entirely of able-bodied adults; and

, if children were present, contained multiple adults.

Conversely, lower than average turnover rates were seen for individuals who lived in households

that contained no earners, contained only high school dropouts among the able-bodied adults,

consisted entirely of elderly and disabled adults, or consisted of one adult with children.

IThis relationship can be seen _ follows:

Let R - Mean months of receipt,
M = Total person months of benefits,
P = Number of persona receiving benefits during the year,

and C = Average monthly caseload.

Then by definition,
R = M/P,

and C = M/12.

It follows that the turnover rate, (P/C), equals 12/R.
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DET.AII-_ OF SPECIFICATION OF TRIGGER EVENTS
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APPENDIX B

DETAH._ OF SPECIFICATION OF TRIGGER EVENTS

It is desirableto define trigger events associatedwith food stamp openings sufficiently

broadly to capture most of the instances in the data in which the event could have contributed

to a movement on or off the Pood Stamp Program. Yet ff they are defined too broadly,

instancesof mere coincidence will be deemed to have been explained. Nor example, a person

who experienced a small drop of income may have begun to receive food stamps. We should

not necessarily attribute the opening to the income drop. If we do so incorrectly, we run the

risk of falsely predicting openings among other individuals who experience this event.

Exhibit B. 1 shows the relationship between decr_s in household income of various

sizes and the probability that an individual begins to receive food stamps. Clearly, some

householdsare so close to the marginthat even a small drop in income may make them eligible

for food stamps and possibly lead to their applying for benefits; while others, althoughbelow

the income cutoff of three times thepoverty level, would apply for food stamps only in response

to a vary large fall in income. It is notable that even for the largest value shown--a drop in

householdincome of at least$2000 between one wave and the next-the probability of beginning

a food stamp spell is still less than 4 percent.

It is more instructive, pertmps, to compare the second and fourth columns of the table.

For an income decline of at least $100, for example, we see that individuals in householdsthat

did experience this event were more than twice as likely to begin a food stamp spell than

households which did not experience this event (2.5 versus 1.1 percent). Furthermore, if we

focus on those individuals who did begin to receive food stamps, 79 percent of them had

experienced this trigger event.

As can be seen from scanning the columns of Exhibit B.I, it ts an a.,bitraryprocedure

to select a cutoff which defines a "significant" loss of income. If a very Iow cutoff is chosen,

a high _ of openings appear to be accounted for. Yet it does not seem plausible that

a drop in income of as little as $50 or $100 between one four-month period and the next would

be the main reason for a food stamp opening. Conversely, for a very high cutoff, the
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I_thibit B.I

R_.ATIONSH_ BETW_g-N DECREASE IN HOU_'EHOX_ INCOME
AND PROBABILITY OF ENTERING FOOD STAMP PROGRAM

B_ TWO CONSECIYlTVE FOUR-MONTH PERIODS

Individuals without
Individuals,,with decrease ' decreas_

Percent of

individuals Probability
Total decrease with of entering Percent of Probability
from wave to wave decrease I=SP new entrants of entering

At least:
$50 65.8% 2.5% 81.8% 1.1%

$I00 63.2 2.5 79.3 1.1

$200 58.5 2.6 76.1 1.2

$300 54.4 2.8 74.0 1.2

$400 50.7 2.8 71.2 1.2

$500 47.3 2.9 68.3 1.2

$600 44.2 3.0 66.5 1.2

$700 41.2 3.1 64.1 1.2

$800 38.8 3.2 60.9 1.3

$900 36.6 3.2 57.9 1.3

$I000 34.5 3.2 55.3 1.4

$1100 32.8 3.3 52.8 1.4

$1200 31.0 3.3 50.4 1.5

$1300 29.4 3.3 47.8 1.5

$1400 27.8 3.4 46.3 1.5

$1500 26.5 3.4 44.7 1.5

$1600 25.2 3.5 43.1 1.5

$1700 23.9 3.5 41.6 1.6

$1800 22.7 3.6 40.1 1.6

$1900 21.6 3.5 37.8 1.6

$2000 20.6 3.7 37.1 1.6
i i

Source: 1984 SIPP Panel (June 1983 to June 1986).

Note: Includes only individuals with income less than three times the poverty line.
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conditional probability of opening is _dingly high, but at the cost of excluding many

food r_-np openings which probably really were triggered by smaller income losses. The cutoff

that was selected for the analysis is a $400 decrease between waves, corresponding to about

$I00 per month, as representing a substantive drop in household income that could plausibly

trigger a food stamp opening. Tiffs event was experienced by 51 percent of non-recipients with

household income less than three gmes the poverty threshold, and by 71 percent of those who

began to receive food stamps.

The relationship between size of _ in household income and probability of exit for

the food stamp population as a while is shown in Exhibit B.2. We define the reference wave

as the four month period in which a closure could poumri=JJy have occurred (because food

stamps were _rece__ivedin the preceding wave). The second column of the table shows the percent

of recipients who experienced an increase in household income of a particular size either

between the reference wave and the preceding wave, or between the preceding wave and the one

before that. Thus, we see that about 65 percent of all recipients experienced an increase of at

least $100 in one or both of the two comparisons. This group had an 19 percent pwbabiLity of

exit (compaxed with 15 percent for the recipient popu_ as a whole). Furthermore, this 65

percent of the recipient population accounted for 84 percent of the food stamp exits. As shown

in the last column, the remainder of the population had only a 7 percent probability of exit.

Looldng down the rows of the table, two expected tendencies can be seen. First, the

larger the inctmse in income that is considered, the fewer thc rw,Jpients that experience it.

(Note that the rows refer to a total increase of at least a given amount, so that all recipients

whose household income increased by $100 also experienced an inctmse of $50.) Second, the

assochtion of an increase in income with an exit is grmter for larger increases. For example,

31 percent of recipients whose hou.wd_ld income increased by $1000 or more over a four month

period exited the food _amp program--more than double the rate for the general recipient

popuhfion. _

_The irmal column of the exhibit is also expected to show an increasing tendency with the
size of the cutoff. For example, the small group that did not experience even a $50 increase
should have a smaller probability of exit than the larger group (which contains it) of individuals
that did not experience a $1000 increase. The relationship is not, however, monotonic.
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Exhibit B.2

1_ ATIONSHIP BETWEEN INCREASE IN HOUSEHOLD INCOME
AND PROBABILITY OF EXITING FOOD STAMP PROGRAM
BETW_N TWO CONSECUTIVE FOUR-MONTH PERIODS

Recipients without
Rcckfients with increase increas_

Percent of

recipients Probability
Total increase with of exiting Percent of Probability
from wave to wave increase FSP exits of exiting FSP

At least:
$50 71.6% 17.9% 86.0% 7.4%

$100 65.1 19.3 84.3 6.8

$200 56.8 21.2 80.8 6.7

$300 51.2 22.5 77.3 6.9

$400 46.9 23.7 74.6 7.2

$500 41.4 26.2 72.8 7.0

$600 37.8 27.5 70.0 7.3

$700 35.2 28.5 67.3 7.5

S800 32.7 29.4 64.5 7.9

$900 30.5 30.5 62.4 8.1

$1000 29.0 30.9 60.1 8.4

$1100 26.7 32.5 58.2 8.5

$1200 24.9 33.1 55.3 8.9

S1300 22.9 34.6 53.2 9.1

$1400 21.0 36.5 51.4 9.2

$1500 19.9 37.7 50.4 9.3

$1600 18.5 39.3 48.8 9.4

$1700 17.3 39.8 46.2 9.7

$1800 16.1 40.7 44.0 10.0

$1900 15.1 40.7 41.2 10.3

$2000 14.2 41.0 39.1 10.6
m HHmmm

Source: 1984 SIPP Panel (June 1983 to June 1986).



Again, there are no obvious b_rmir_in the table. We have chosen a cutoff of $400 here

as well, as representing a substantive increase in household income that could plausibly trigger

an exit from the Food Stamp Program. This event was experienced by a little less than half of

all recipients, and by three-quarters of those who exited.
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APPENDIX C

METHODOLOGICAL ISSUES IN ESTIMATING _ DISTRIBUTION
AND MI;.4_ OF COMPLETED SPF.TJ. L_GTHS

Several key dzcisions were made in amlyzing duration of food stamp receipt, peri, ming

to the calodnfion of the distribution of spell lengths in the presence of fight-censored data,

choice of spells to include in the analysis, and r.._tlmntlonof t!_ mean length of spell. ]hc.h of

these is disctmed below.

The Distribution Function

Like most recipiency data, the SIPPdata suffer from both left- and fight-censoring. That

is, some spells of rw.ipiency arc ongoing at the beginning of the observation period, and other

spells are ongoing at the end. The end points of these censmui spells thus cannot be observed.

The standardapproach to dealing with right-censored data is hazard rate nnalysi_, also

known as survival nnnlvsis. This approach focuses on the probability of a spell of receipt

continuing (or ending), conditionalon it having lasteda given number of months. Suppose, for

example, that of 100 spells that Luted for at least five months, 10 were observed to close in the

following month, 75 were observed to mnain open in the following month, and 15 could not

be observed at all in the following month. Then the hazard rate for month 5 is said to be 10/85.

The more familiar unconditional_'ty density function f(t) is constructed recursively from

the hazard rate function h(t) as follows:

f(1) = I * h(1)
f(2) = (1 - f(l)) * h(2)
fO)= (1- f(l) - f(2))*h(3),_.

Toe fi_ factor h each _ is the _ of cs._s at _ or at hazard of closing (by

virtue of not baving clmed yet). _usrmiscaHed_mrvivorfumfi..on. The setxmd factor

ts the_ orcuesst _ °f ckmg thatdocks. Whenthej,mt_'d_ d=s_
fmxction lm be= constFuc_:d,the medin spell Ifsngthcan readily be identifi_.
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Comparison of Survivor Functions

To comparetwosurvivorfunctionsto secif they are _y significantly different,

we use the log-rank test (see If_Ibflcish and Plv'_ttice, pp. i6-19). The nuU hypothesis is that

the actual number of spell ondings for a subgroup is equal to the expected number. The test is

performed as follows.

Foreachnumberof monthst, let S_(t)andS2(t)be thennmb_ of spellsthatlastatleast

that long in Subgtmq_s I and 2. Furthermore, let S(t) be the sum of Si(t) and S2(t). Then we

would expect under the mfil hypothesis that a fraction S_(t)/S(t) of closures of spells after !

months would be from Subgrm_ 1. If C(t) is the number of ciom_ observed for spells of

length t, the total number of closurcs that we would expect from Subgroup I is the sum over l

of [C(0 * S_(t)/S(t)]. Thc diff_ce between ,hi_ number and the a=ttml number of closures

ocatrr/ng in Subgroup 1 is the numerator of the test s*ot;qic.

Tile dettomizlator of the test statistic is the square root of tho _ce of thi.q value. The

variance is calculated as the sum over t of:

s,(t) * .%(0* c(t) * (s(t)- c(t))/(s(t)_* (s(o- ])).

As weighted data are used, the weights have been normalized in each insumce to sum to the

numberof spellscomprisingthe test.

The Amdysis Sample

A controversial methodolo_cal question is which speJls slim]tMbe included in the

fmalym. Tte uml answ__ is tlat rte fiat sp_ tht Iqins withintl_ obserntionperiod

foreachindividual(orlmusehoM)_tm_, andtht mbsequontspellsstmuldnotbe.

After much considm'afion, we !roveconcluded that the tnnlysis should be l:Ntsedoil nil non*left-

cemored_.

The _ Is to obtainthe _ of _ of _ _ at a Sirenpointm

time. In panicuhr, the _ractical question to be .ncwered is: of the next 100 persons who walk
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into a food stamp office, how many will have spells that last only one month, two months, three

months, and so on?

In principle, a valid estimate of the _orml distribution of completed spell lengths can

be obt_in_ based on those spells in the dale base that began in, for example, January 1984. An

equally valid estimate can be obtained based on those spells that began in July 1984. The only

problem with both of these estimates is thai they are based on very small samples. If we pool

them, however, we should still have in principle the right number (in an expected value sense)

of one-month spells, two-month spells, and so on. In fact, we can similarly pool the openings

observed in all the months to get the maximum sample size.

Some percentage of the spells that we see beginning in July 1984 are reopenings of cases

that opened in _anuary 1984 and closed in the interim. These spells may have a different

distribution than the test of the sample. If we delete them-as is implied by taking only one spell

per individual during the observation period-then the July subsample will no longer be

n_presentative of the set of spells that open in an aggtrary month. Combining it with the

$anuarysubsample, we will have an analysis _mple with the wrong proportions of spell lengths.

As an craunple, suppose that it is known that there are two types of recipients: those who

have one long spell, and those that have two short spells. Suppose fim_ tim each month,

twice as many short spells as long spells begin. If we choose a month at random and analyze

the spells that begin, we win correctly conclude that one-thirdof thenext 100 people who enter -

the food stamp office will have long spells. But if we apply the nde of including only one spell

per person in the analysis, then in the later months of the observation period we would be

consi ins equeimmxns of sUonspensas wens evammy ueirof me
short spells would be I_md go-tmmds for people whose first spells were alnmdy included).

Hence we would _ms_ _ manber of short spells. _ t_on is illustratedin Rxhibit

C.I, where the spells shown in dashed lines would be excluded ifonly one spell per permn were

counted.

' The usual epptmch of including only one sI_ per person provides a mpmscu_ve

sample of_versonswith _s_lls rather than of the spells themselves. While apparently persuasive
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Exhibit C.1

EFFECTS ON ESTIMATED DISTRIBUTION OF COMPLETED SPELL LENGTHS
OF EXCLUDING KNOWN RECIDIVISTS

A (lst) (2nd)- - 0---'-,,'--- 4)

(2nd)
]3 -- -

C - (only) _

(Ist) (2nd)
D - - e,'-,,'---,,'- 4

(2nd)
E - -

(only)
CS

--_ (Ist) (2nd)
'_ G m - O- ...... -,0
m

(only)H · -

(lst)

j _ (only) _

(lst)
14_ -- _

L ®, (only) l

t I !' I I I !
I 2 3 4 5 6

Months
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arguments can be given in favor of doing so, we now believe those arguments are specious._

We have therefore included aHnon-lefi-censor_ spells in the analysis. We note, however, that

the spell length distributions using the two approaches are extremely similar; and that the

average spell length tends to be slighfiy longer when multiple spells are included. This suggests

that it is people with longer spe_ that tend to return to the program a little more quickly.

The usual approach for dealing with left-censored spells is to delete them from the

analysis, on the grounds that even their start date is unkm_wn, la the SIPP data, however, the

nan da_..sof many lefi-cenmmd spells are known, based on information collected in the Welfare

History Topical Module. This suggests the possibility of l;nklng the two sources. We have

rejected this approach for a variety of reasons.

To begin with, the set of all spells that begin during the observation period is properly

representativeof the approved applicaatpopulation, lacotporating the left-censored spells brings

in a set of spells that is not similarly representnfive of that population. This set is defined by

the feature that they were all ongoing during the first month of observation. The combined sets

thus represent a snapshot of the caseload(new and ongoing cases) at a given point in time, rather

than a cohort of new recipients.

It is possible in principle to derive a cohort dism'bufion from a snapshot distribution, if

stationatity may be assumed over the entire rm'o_ve period. Nooe_eless, several serious

problems would rem, in with using these data. Ftrst, the c.hamntmtsti_ of an individual at the

time of a spell beginning are Unlmown. ]ff_[]C__ da_ (x_Id at _ be ILsed for improving

our _g of the caseload dynamics of food stamp polmlation as a whole-not the

dynamics of any particular sublpoup. Second, spell lengths arc meamm! mira. crudely in the

topical module data-in whole years only, for spells longer than a year. _, they are available

only for food stamp al__, not other household members. Fimlly, and most imponanfiy,

they_ _Ve d{t_ overa_ecfi'm% ratl_thlll__m_. _llce

they are substantially different in chamct_ from the core data. Nor all these reasons, we have

_Ther_-ults presented in Burstein and Visher (1989) were based on one spell per individual
or household.
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not at/cm_ to incorporate thc topical module dam in our c_n_ estimates of lengths of

complt_d spells.

Mean Length of Completed Spells

How to caladate the mcan length of spcA1based on the distribution of spell lengths is

another diffkn_t question. Because the full distribution is not observed, ii is necessary to find

a _ in the estimated hazard rates and extrapolate that patte_ M.hlF_illUll. _n,J_ rates

show a great deal of syslcmnlic variation during at least the first year of receipt, because of the

occurrence of reguhrly _ _cafions. This _ thai a regular pattern (c.g., a

constantor a smoothly declining hazardrate) should not be sought until after thc first 12months.

As is shown in Chapter Three, however, only about one-third of aHspells last more than a year.

Hence the umple sizes on which hazard rates for these latermonths are estimami are small, and

the t_imated rates are quite unstable. Although this is _y tn_ for certni,_subgroups, it

is even Into for the entire population of individuals. When _ the sizable fluctuations

of the estimated hazard rate over the second year of receipt, it is impossible to distinguish

between various alternate functional forms. Yet the choice of functional form-in particular,

how rapidly, if at aH, the hazard rate declines with length of spell-bric a vital impact on the

e_mmt,_4 mean.

As a first approx/mation, we could suppose that thc hazard mc is simply a constant _t-ter

12 months, equal to thc number of spells observed to close after mom than 12 months divided

by the sum of the numbers of spells at_risk of closing at 13 months, 14 months, etc. The

_ length of a spell that did not cl_ _In 12 months/s therefore equal to 12 phs the

inverse of thl, estimated rate, and the ovmtll mean can then be caicula_ as:

Ct,,*BO+ where

- ofspts mdiug 12months,

- proportion of_ _ mm,e than 12 months
- (1-Pt),
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E_ = mean length of spell for those spells lasting 12 months or less, and

F_ = _ length of spell for those spells lasting over 12 months.

lifts is essentially the approach used in Burstein and Visber (1989) as well as in Ellwood (1986).

Th_ value should be taken as a lower bound estimate, however. A constant hazard rate

correstxmds to a Markov _, in which the probability of closure in each month is

of the length of time on food _mps to date. It is Inubable, however, that the

lazard rate for a population declines with length of spell. This could occur for two reasons.

Filet, _ is ulldogbt_Uy _¢ hl_l_g_ within thc popt_dnfion _ withi_ _h of the

subgroups. If we assume a Markov process for each individual, fimse people with higher

personal monthly pmbabillties of exit will tend to leave the program sooner. By the lime a year

has passed, the remaining l_Cipients will be disproportionately those with lower personal

probab'tUtiesof exit, and hence the average closure me will be lower.

Second, the process may not be Markovian even for individuals. It is sometimes

suggested that the longer a person receives food stamps or other welfare, the harder it is to stop,

because of decay of human capital, loss of contacts in the world of work, adjustments in

aspirations, and so on. This phenomenon is known as "settling in.'

As noted above, it is not possible to _mnt_ _V_ _ reliably from the handful

of observed hazard rates beyond 12 months of receipt. We have therefol_ taken a totally

different approach to estimating mean spell l_ngth% based on observed g_.m_.

There is clearly a strong connection between the closure rates and mean spell lengths.

In the absence of censored spells, in fact, one n_easure is the _ _ of tl_ other.

This can be seen as follows. _om that them are N compln_ spells _ _ _, w_se

knobs am s, s_, ..., s_. Then the _ spen _ is _ sum of s_; and the cloture rate

is the number of clotures, N, dividM by thc number of months at risk fora closure, the sum

of%.

In the presence of cenmring, the i_ntity no longer hoMs exa_y. As discussed above,

the estimate of the distribuu'_ function is based on all non-ldt_ spells. Using this
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sample will lead to a biased estimate of the closure rate, however. Suppose for simplicity that

all spells are 6 months long, the observation period is 12 months long, and I00 spells start in

each month. 'l'nen 100 closures will be observed in each of months 7 through 12, for a total of

600 closures; but the number of months at risk for a closure will be (600 "6) for the 600

completed spells, plus (100 * 5) for the spells that began in month 7, plus (100 * 4) for the

spells that began in month 8, and so on, up to (100 * 1) fertile spells that began in month 11.'

The closure rate for these spells will therefore be 600/5100, er 11.8 percent. Based on a

six-month spell length, however, we would have _ a closure rate of 16.7 percent.

Although the problem is earned Wythe right-ccnson_ spells, which can only contribute

to the denominator of the closure me and not to the numerator, the solution is not to throw

away these spells in calculating the closure me. While the simple example above assumed that

aHspells were the same length, in rarity spell lengths vary, and right-censored spells are longer

on average than uncensored spells? Hence deleting them would bias the closure r'ateupward.

The solution is rather to include the left-censored spells for thl.qpart of the analysis. If

the distribution of spells does not vary over time, then for every spell that was right-censored

in, for example, its fourth month, there will be a left-censored spell that first showed up in the

observation period when it was already in its fifth month. From the point of view of the

computation, these may be thought of as the front and back halves of the same spell.

In fact, the distribution of spells does vary somewhat over time. In pafiicular, the

pani_on rate fell graduallyover the observation period, by about 15 petunn from the second

wave to the eighth. _, participation was 7 peax:entlower in thc second half of the period

(months 17 through 32) than in the first half (months 5 through 163. Nquivalently, there are

'T_ spellstint b_m in mo_ 12,thc _mo_ of the _ l_d, _m be
includedin a clonm_rateanalysisbecameit isunknownwhether_ closedafteronemonth.

_fhis canbe seen as follows. __ a 12-month __ and an e___s!number
of spells of each length _ _ _, then 1/12 of the _ spells will be right
censored (i.e. those beginning in month 12); 2/12 of the two-month spells; 3/12 of the three-
month spells; and so on. Thus the longer spells are _onately found among the right-
censored _.
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more closures than openings over thc course of the observation period--and 13 percent more

left-censored spells than right-censored ones, excluding spells that are censored at both ends.

This suggests that the estimated closure rate based on ail censored and uncensored spells would

be biased upward (because there would be more back ends than front ends of spells). To correct

for this, in calculating the closure rate we have divided the weights on the left-censored speUs

by 1.13. _ This ensures that there are the same number of closures as spell beginnings. The

inverse of this adjusted closure rate is our estimated mean length of spell.

Exhibit C.2 illustrates graphically the use of both left- and right-censored spells in

calculatingthe mean spelllength.2 Suppose that in every month, six spells of receipt begin, of

which three last for one month, and the other three last for two, four, and eight months

respectively. The distribution thus exhibits duration delxmdence, and the Huemean spell length

is 2.667 months.

Suppose further that the window of observation is only 4 months-that is, the longest

complete speUthat one can observe is 4 months long-so that all of the longest spells are left-

censored, right-ceasored, or both. The hazard function for the first four months can readily be

calculated as 0.5, 0.333, 0.0, 0.5; but one would be hard-pressed to estimate how long on

average the remaining 1/6 of spells lasted.

Use of the inverse of the closure rate, however, immedis_ly yields the desired result.

It can be seen that 24 closures occur in the observationperiod out of a total of 64 person-mouths "

of receipt. This impUesa closu_ rate of 0.375, the inverse of which is 2.667, the true mean

spength.

This approach generates an _mnta of mean spell length for all 'mdividuab, and

analogously for aH households. Generating means for m:ipieat subgroups _ further

manipuL.:nt_onof the dam. The m spell lmgth for mmen refe_ to the average length of

receiptfor imiividmds whosehouseholdscommaem-netswhenthemell of rece'_ be_in's. This

_Checon_qmmtmg adjustment for the household-level data entnii,.a a deflation of weights
on left-censored spells by 1.06.

author is indebted to Alberto lV/a_nl for this illustration.
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Exhibit C.2

USE OF RIGHT- AND LEFt-CENSORED SPELLS TO
CALCULATE MEAN SPELL LENGTH
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is not neccuarily the inverse of the closure rate for individuals who have earnings

month. It is important to include left-censored spells in the calculation of closure rates; yet the

characteristics of the individuals at the time these spells began are unknown.

Suppose, however, that we e_m_,-- the proportion of months with ean_gs in those

apelh in which earnings were present in the first month of receipt. ('figs e.sfimate necessarfiy

relics on non-left-censored spells only.) Call this proportion m_. Let c_ equal the closure rate

for months with carnlngs in all spells, and c2 equal the closure rate for months without earnings

in all spells. Then we can estimate the closure rate for earners as equal to:

mi*c, +(1-ml)*c_,

and the mean speU length as the inverse of this value.

For thi._ formula to be defensible, it should be Wac that c_ and c_ are about the same for

earners as for non-earners. If they are not, then we would be analyzing closure rates for cases

based on current characteristics when in fact current c_cs are of Utile relevance.

Faaminm' g non-left-censored spells only (for which we can indeed _ine whether the

individual was in a household with earnings), we find that thesc coadifions are fairly well met.

The closure rate in such spells for individuals in households that have earnings in a given month

is 12.4 percent for those who had earnings when the spell began, and 12.9 percent for those who

did not. The cor_.spondi_ numbers for individuals who do not have earnings in a given month

arc 6.3 percent and 5.1 percent. This lends support to the notion that c_ and c2 arc stable

parameters that we can combine in such a way.

Means are estimated _milnrly for other sets of sll_s. Thc closure rates for

subgroups defined as of'the first month ora spell turn out to be very close indeed to closure

rates for subgnmps dcf'med on a month-to-month basis, because movements among subgroups

are relatively rare.
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APPENDIX D

Tm_. WFJ._ARE m_TORY TOPICAL MODULE

As has previously been discussed, the SIPP covtnlns two types of information on length

of receipt of food stamps. Chapter Three analyzed spells that began during the observation

period. Using the topical module data, earlier (and longer) spells may in principle be studied

as well. In particular, we may de_ine the length of all tq_plicalR's first completed spen, for

all sample members who started such a spell before thc adminimmion of the fifth topical

, module.

It is worthwhile to review how the topical module data differ in structure from the core

data. Thekey diffezencesare:

* that the topical module data is available only for the applicant, i.e. the
pcrsOil ill whose mtme the benefits al_ l_li_, ltt[__ -r thll/l for all the
members of the household who are covered by the Ixmefits;

. that the length of spell is measured only crudely, i.e. in a whole number
of years for spells lasting more than I 1 months; and

· that the characteristics of the applicant at the time of the spell begi,,,ing
axe unknown.

Furthermore, because the length of time covered is variable, only the first spell ever of each

applicant is examined here, rather than all spells within I _ _ pcliod.

Hxhibit D. 1 replicates the portion of thc _ that pertains to history of food

stamp receipt. The first spell is identified and measured as follows:

(1) Nor individuals cummfiy receiving food stamps, i.e. at the time of the

'admmimafitmofthetopical_ (Q8058='_'), if thiswastheonlytimefoodstampswere

received (QSO66-"no'), then the length of the first spell is the vah_ shown in Q8060 or Q8062.

_,.e _ m riaatcm_,r_.

(2) Forother' 'm_idualscmm_ _'g foodsmnps,as wellas for those

individuals not currently receiving food stamps (QSO58="no") who p_'viously did so

(Q8070="yes"), the length of the first spell is the value shown in Q8076 or Q8078.
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Exhibit D.1

FOOD STAMP HISTORY SECTION
OF FIFTH TOPICAL MODULE
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O) AH spell lengths of less than one year were grouped together. Right-censored

spells of I 1 months or less were deleted from the analysis, because it could not be known that

they did not close in their first year. (The rationale for including right-censored data in an

analysis is that although it is not known whether such spells Closedafter t months or years, it

is known that they survived for at least t-1 months or years. That condition is not met here.)

The results of this analysis, shown in Exhibit D.2, are quite surprising-in fact,

unbelievable. According to this table, barely a quarter of first spells are I year long or less, and

60 penamt lasted over 10 years!'

Mechanically sp_t-i,_g, these results are largelydriven by the fact that 70 percent of

individuals responding to this module were reportedly in their first spell of food stamp receipt.

Hence closures were observed for only 30 _ of the zqxx_d first spells. From a

behavioral point of view, it seems likely that individuals would forget early spells that were very

short, or rim together seve_ shoz?_ spells into one longer one.

We conclude that the 1984 topical module data am not use_l for analy_ng food stamp

dynamics. Later panels of the SIPP have refined the queslionna_ in an attmnpt to get more

accurateresponses regarding long nm parterre of food stamp tm:eipt. Miller and Martini (1991),

in an analysis of the 1986 panel of the SIPF, concluded that data gathered rmospectively on

si)eHbeg_nnlngSin thetopical module were essentially comlxtnble to data gatbemdconcurrently

in the core instrmnent. They based thi_conclusion on the 'mmLlaz_yoftbe clism'bu_m of length

of elme spent on the Food Stamp_ bofc)_the surveybeganand_tbe surveyI:x_,_,

for households that were ongoing meipients at the start of the panel. Thus, fumm research may

fmitf_y inU_aU: the two data sources.

lUl i i

_l'his _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _. Altlmugh it
would probably be more apptoprim to use the Wave 5 cnross-_ weights, these were not
availnhle to US. We note, howevor, that tho nm:Its ob_ined from doing the analysis on
unweighted data were pnctically identical to those in the cr,hibit-e.g, it was still true that barely
aquarmr of ,pells were ooe ymr long or 14m, and that 60 lxaxamt hated over I0 ytatrs. The
main nmtlt of using the cross-section weights would pm!_ly be to increase the sample sizes
somewhat.
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Ezhibit D.2

LENGTIt OF FIIIST COMPLETED POOD STAMP _J_.
AS REPORTED IN _ TOPICA.L MODULE

i ii

Years Sample size Probability Cumulative probability

< 1 557 19.5 % 19.5

1 454 7.0 26.6

2 371 5.3 31.8

3 283 1.4 33.2

4 214 2.5 35.7

5 162 1.4 37.0

6-10 130 2.8 39.8

11 + 45 60.2 100.0

Source: 1984 5IPP Panel Oune 1983 - June 1986)
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APPENDIX E

DISTRIBUTION OF T,_GTH OF COMPI.!r.TED SPELLS
FOR SUBGROUPS OF INDIVIDUALS
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]tthibit E.I

DISTRIBUTION OF :._GTIt OF COMPLETED _.l._ FOR INDIVIDUALS
IN HOUSEHOLDSWITH EAILNINGSIN FIRST MONTH OF REC_PT

i

Cumutative
Probability probability of

Months of closure closure
i '

1 15.2% 15.2_
2 11.0 26.2
3 6.3 32.5
4 15.3 47.8
5 3.6 51.5
6 5.9 57.3

i 7 4.8 62.2
{
, 8 7.6 69.8
I 9 0.9 70.6

I I0 2.9 73.5I 11 0.6 74.1

i 12 2.7 76.8
I

13 0.5 77.314 0.6 77.8
, 15 0.3 78.2

16 1.7 79.9
17 0.8 80.6
18 0.8 81.5

29 2.5 83.9
20 0.0 83.9
21 0.3 84.2
22 0.0 84.2
23 3.7 87.9
24 0.0 87.9

25+ 12.1 100.0
i i i ii i, im i, II

_: 1984 SIPP Panel am 1983 m _ 1986).

Not_: (I) ._ ? _ on_ may,,.,oraUnon-let_ _Us
in oraftorthofifth monthof thcobservationperiod.

(2) Median:5months.
(3) Unweightedsamplesize: 1,556.



Exhibit E.2

DISTRIBUTION OF LENGTH OF COMPLETED SP_.Lq FOR IND_UAT-q
HOUSEHOLDS WITH NO EARNINGS IN FIRST MONTH OF RECEIPt

Cumulative
Probability probability of

Months of closure closure
ii *1

I 9.0% 9.0%
2 7.5 16.4
3 3.4 19.8
4 11.5 31.3
5 4.7 36.0
6 5.6 41.6

7 0.6 42.2
8 4.6 46.8
9 1.8 48.6
10 2.0 50.5
11 2.0 52.6
12 3.0 55.6

13 1.5 57.0
14 1.0 58.0
15 2.3 60.2
16 4.0 64.3
17 0.8 65.0
18 0.0 65.0

19 2.2 67.2
20 0.7 67.8
21 0.0 67.8
22 0.0 67.8
23 0.9 68.7
24 0.0 68.7

25+ 31.3 100.0

1984 SIPP Pa_ (June 1983 m Juno 1986),

F,stimatm are_ on survival _ of all non4eft_mored spells beginning in
or afin' the of the observation period.
Median: 10 _.
UnweightM sample size: 1,067.



Exhibit E.3

DISTR_ON OF IJ_NGTH OF COMPI.IrI'ED SPELLS FOR INDIVIDUALS
IN HOUSEHOLDS CONTAINING HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATES

IN FIRST MONTH OF RE_

Cumulative
Probability probability of

Months of closure closure

I 13.3% 13.3_
2 11.3 24.6
3 5.4 30.0
4 13.8 43.8
5 3.9 47.7
6 5.8 53.5

7 3.1 56.5
8 6.3 62.8
9 1.4 64.2
10 2.2 66.4
11 1.I 67.5
12 2.3 69.8

13 0.9 70.6
14 0.0 70.6
15 1.3 71.9
16 3.0 74.9
17 0.7 75.6
18 0.6 76.1

19 2.1 78.2
20 0.0 78.2
21 0.2 78.4
22 0.0 78.4
23 3.3 81.7
24 0.0 81.7

25+ 18.3 100.0
i

1984 SIPP Panel Oune 1983 to Juno 1986).

F,stimams sro _on survival analysis of ali non-left-censored spells belinning in
af_ _ !:month of the otnervation period.

Median: 6 _.
Unweighted sample size: 1,688.



Ezlztbit E.4

DISTRIBUTION OF LENGTH OF COMPLETED _J-q FOR INDIVIDUALS
IN HOUSEHOLDS CONTAINING HIGH SCHOOL DROPOUTS ONLY

IN FIRST MONTH OF REC_

i i

_ulative

Probability probabilityof
Months ofclosure closure

I 12.0% 12.0%
2 6.3 18.3
3 5.1 23.5
4 13.6 37.1
5 4.9 42.0
6 6.1 48.1

7 3.7 51.8
8 7.0 58.7
9 1.2 59.9
10 2.9 62.8
11 0.9 63.7
12 3.4 67.1

13 1.2 68.3
14 2.6 70.9
15 0.9 71.8
16 1.8 73.6
17 0.9 74.5
18 0.5 75.0

19 3.7 78.6
20 0.0 78.6
21 0.0 78.6
22 0.0 78.6
23 0.0 78.6
24 0.0 78.6

25+ 21.4 100.0
I ] _l I IIII I II

1984 SIPP Panel 0:_,9_1983 to June 1986).

_ survival -_ of all _n-left_red spellJ beginning
at_ _ m month of tl_ observat_ period.

Modm: 7 mont_.
U_eighlM sample size: 772.



Exhibit E.$

DISTRIBUTION OF w.J_NGTHOF COMPLETED SP_J-q FOR INDIVIDUALS
WHO ARE ABLE_BODr_n AND Cgrl.n%.!?.q_q

IN FIRST MONTH OF REClm_T

Cumulative

Probability probabilityof
Months of closure dosure

I 14.6% 14.6%
2 12.0 26.6
3 6.1 32.7
4 15.4 48.1
5 3.2 51.3
6 7.8 59.1

7 5.7 64.8
8 7.3 72.1
9 3.0 75.1
10 0.8 75.9
11 0.6 76.5
12 1.7 78.2

13 1.5 79.7
14 0.0 79.7
15 0.0 79.7
16 5.5 85.2
17 1.1 86.2
18 1.2 87.4

19 0.0 87.4
20 0.0 87.4
21 0.0 87.4
22 0.0 87.4
23 0.0 87.4
24 0.0 87.4

25+ 12.6 100.0
I Illl I

1984 SIPP Panel (June 19831o June 1986).

_ are _ _ survival _ysis of all non-left'cenS°red spells beginning in
or after _ _ month of the observation period.
Median: 5 months.
Unweighted sample size: 218.



Exhibit E.6

DISTRIBUTION OF t-_%TGTHOF COMPLETED SP_J-q FOR IND_U_t-q
WHO ARE AGED OR DISABL_n IN FIRST MONTH OF RECEIPT

Cumulative

Probability probability of
Months ofclosure closure

iiii i

I 11.8% 11.8%
2 7.9 19.7
3 6.0 25.7
4 16.6 42.2
5 2.2 44.4
6 3.6 48.0

7 1.8 49.8
8 3.1 53.0
9 3.4 56.3
10 1.6 57.9
11 3.0 60.9
12 1.9 62.8

13 1.2 64.0
14 0.0 64.0
15 0.0 64.0
16 1.4 65.4
17 1.4 66.8
18 0.0 66.8

19 0.0 66.8
20 3.6 70.3
21 1.9 72.2
22 0.0 72.2
23 3.6 75.8
24 0.0 75.8

25+ 24.2 I00.0
iiii.

1984 SIPP Pang (lone 1983 to June 1986).
iil

_ are _ survivalanalysis of all iron-left-censored spells _inning In
ora_ _ _ _ _the observationperiod.
Median:s_.
Unwei_tedsamplesize: 205.



Exh/bit E.7

DLqTRmUTION OF LmqGTH OF COMPLETED _.v.S ]FORADULTS
LIVING WITH CHILDREN BUT NO _ ADULTS

IN FIRST MONTH OF REC_rPT

iiii

_ulative

Probability probability of
Months of closure closure

ii , ii

I 8.3% 8.3_
2 6.5 14.7
3 5.6 20.3
4 7.1 27.4
5 3.0 30.5
6 8.3 38.8

7 2.2 41.0
8 8.4 49.4
9 0.8 50.3

10 1.7 52.0
11 0.8 52.7
12 2.5 55.3

13 1.2 56.5
14 1.2 57,7
15 4.1 61.7
16 2.5 64.2
17 1.5 65.7
18 0.0 65.7

19 0.0 65.7
20 0.0 65.7
21 0.0 65.7
22 0.0 65.7
23 0.0 65.7
24 0.0 65.7

25+ 34.3 100.0

1984 SIPP Panel Oune 1_ to Jura 1986).

Estimates a_:__ _ analysisof all non-lel_-cemored spells besin-lng in
or _ the _ _ of the observstion period.
M_ian: 9 months.
Unweishtedsamplesize: 165.



Exhibit E.8

DL_rRZBITrION OF LENGTH OF COMPLETED SPELL8 FOR
ADULTS LIVING WITH CItlI.DREN AND OTHER ADULTS

IN FIRST MONTH OF RECI_PT

Cumulative
Probability probabilityof

Months of closure closure

I 15.1'_ 15.1_
2 11.5 26.5
3 5.4 31.9
4 15,3 47.2
5 4.7 51.9
6 4.8 56.7

7 2.5 59.2
8 5.9 65.1
9 0.7 65.8
10 2.7 68.5
!1 1.3 69.7
12 3.2 72.9

13 0.8 73.7
14 0.6 74,3
15 0.6 74.9
16 2.6 77.5
17 0.7 78,2
18 0.7 78.9

19 3.7 82.6
20 0.0 82.6
21 0.0 82.6
22 0.0 82.6
23 4.8 87.3
24 0.0 87.3

25+ 12.7 100.0
i

1984 SIPP Panel 0um_ 1983 to June 1986).

Estima_ ___ survival anaiysa of all non-left-censored spells be._'nningin
or dm, _ fi_ _ of theobservationperiod.
Med_: 5 _.
Unweil_t_d sample size: 839.



]bJ]ibit E.9

DISTRIBUTION OF LENGTH OF COMPLETED SPKI,I_ FOR CtiR,DREN '
LIVING WITH ONE ADULT IN FIRST MONTH OF RE_

Cumulative
Probability probability of

Months of closure closure

I 5.6_ 5.6_
2 5.1 10.7
3 5,8 16.5
4 7.5 24.0
5 2.0 26.0
6 8.6 34.6

7 2.1 36.7
8 7.5 44.2
9 1.1 45.3
10 3.3 48.6
11 1.2 49.7
12 0.9 50.7

13 1.9 52.5
14 1.0 .53.5
15 2.8 56.3
16 4.3 60.5
17 0.7 61.3
18 0.0 61.3

19 0.0 61.3
20 0.0 61.3
21 0.0 61.3
22 0.0 61.3
23 0.0 61.3
24 0.0 61.3

25+ 38.7 100.0
iii

19114SIPP Panel 0erie t_ m June 1986).

_ lU_ on _ nnnl_ of ltl] Don-left-coL_fed spells b_nning in

or afterthe_ _of theobm'vstionperiod.
Median: 12 months.
Unweighadsamplesize: 340.



l_hfbit E. IO

DISTRIBUTION OF I._NGTH OF COMI_._'ED SPELLS FOR (_m'.nREN
lIVING WITIt MORE THAN ONE ADULT IN FIRST MONTH OF REC_

Cumulative
Probability p_bability of

Months of closure closure
i

I 13.6_ 13.6_
2 9.2 22.7
3 3.1 25.9
4 14.5 40.4
S 5.4 45.8
6 4.9 50.7

7 3.9 54.6
8 6.8 61.4
9 1.0 62.3
10 3.3 65.6
11 1.1 66.6
12 4.3 70.9

13 0.2 71.1
14 0.4 71,6
15 1.2 72.7
16 1.6 74.4
17 0.6 74.9
18 0.7 75.6

19 4.5 80.1
20 0.0 80.1
21 0.0 80.1
22 0.0 80.1
23 4.4 84.5
24 0.0 84.5

2,5+ 15.5 100.0
iiiii

1984 SIPP Panel (June 1983 to lime 1986}.

_ m based on survival --.lysis of all noMef_-oenmred spells beginning in
er after _ of the observation period.
Median: 6 _.
Unweighted mnple size: 785.
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Exhibit F.I

DISTRIBUTION OF %.I_'NGTHOF COMPLWI'ED SP_.%-q
FOR HOUSEHOLDS CONTAINING EARNERS

_ MONTH OF __

u i

Cumulative
Probability pwbabLlityof

Months of closure closure
i

I 17.2'_ 17.2_
2 I1.5 28.7
3 10.2 38.9
4 11.8 50.7
5 3.6 54.3
6 6.3 60.6

7 4.8 65.4
8 5.7 71,1
9 1.4 72.5
10 2.1 74.6
11 0.7 75.3
12 1.4 76.7

13 0.6 0.3
14 2.1 79.4
15 1.4 80.8
16 1.4 82.2
17 1.1 83.3
18 1.9 85.2

19 1.7 86.9
20 0.8 87.6
21 0.0 87.6
22 0.0 87,6
23 2.6 90.2
24 0.0 90.2

25+ 9.8 100.0
i i

1984 SIPP Panel 0une 1983 to June 1986).
i

_ m_ _ survival analysis of aHnon-left-censored spells beginning in
or after _ _ of the observation period.
Median: 4 _.
Unweiahted mnple size: 481.



Exhibit F.2

DISTRIBUTION OF LENGTH OF COMPLETED SPELLS
FOR HOUSEHOLDS CONTAINING NO EARNERS

IN FIRST MONTH OF RE_

iiiiiiii ii

Cumulative

Probability probability of
Months ofclosure closure

I 11.0_ 11.0%
2 7.0 18.0
3 3.5 21.5
4 9.0 30.5
5 5.2 35.6
6 7.2 42.9

7 1.5 44.4
8 2.9 47.3
9 1.9 49.2
10 2.1 51.3
11 2.0 53.3
12 3.8 57.1

13 2.0 59.2
14 1.1 60.3
15 2.1 62.3
16 1.6 63.9
17 1.6 65.5
18 0.5 65.9

19 1.7 67.7
20 0.0 67.7
21 0.0 67.7
22 0.0 67.7
23 1.9 69.6
24 0.0 69.6

25+ 30.4 I00.0
Il II

1984 SIPP Panel O_ Im m_ 1986).

Estimates are ___ _ysis of all non-le_-eensoredspells beginning in
or afar the fifth _ _ _ observation period.
Median: 10 months.
U_eiihted sample size: 482.



Exhibit F.3

DISTRIBUTION OF LENGTH OF COMPLETED SPELLS
FOR HOUSEHOLDS CONTAINING HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATES

IN FIRST MONTH OF RECF3PT

Cumulative
Probability probability of

Months ofclosure closure
i

I 14.2% 14.2%
2 11.7 25.9
3 7.5 33.4
4 10.8 44.2
S 4.4 48.6
6 6.4 55.1

7 4.0 59.0
8 4.5 63.6
9 2.7 66.3
10 1.8 68.1
11 1.4 69.5
12 2.5 72.0

13 1.6 73.5
14 1.7 75.2
15 1.7 76.9
16 2.2 79.0
17 0.9 79.9
18 1.4 81.3

19 1.4 82.7
20 0.5 83.2
21 0.0 83.2
22 0.0 83.2
23 2.3 85.5
24 0.0 85.5

25+ 14.5 100.0
II

1984 $1PP Panel Oune 1_ to Sum 1986).

Estimates are based on survival analysis of all non-leh-emsor_ spells beginning in
or after _ _ nwnth of the observation period.
MMian: 6_.

544.



Exhibit F.4

DISTRIBUTION OF LENGTH OF COMPLETED Spk'_t.r._
FOR HOUSEHOLDS CONTAINING I_GH SCHOOL DROPOUTS ONLY

IN FIRgF MONTH OF RE_

Ctunulative

Probability probability of
Months of closure closure

i,

I 15.5_ 15.5%
2 7.2 22.7
3 7.7 30.3
4 10.9 41.2
5 5.4 46.6
6 6.6 53.2

7 2.3 55.5
8 3.8 59.3
9 0.4 59.7

I0 1.9 61.6
11 1.I 62.7
12 2.1 64.8

13 0.8 65.5
14 2.0 67.5
15 1.6 69.1
16 0.7 69.8
17 2.0 71.7
18 1.2 73.0

19 3.3 76.2
20 0.0 76.2
21 0.0 76.2
22 0.0 76.2
23 0.0 76.2
24 0.0 76.2

25+ 23.8 100.0
II

1984 SIPP Panal (lam 1_ m_ 1986).
· {

_ smvlValmaysu of ailnoa-_-m_n_ spensbegine_gin
_nat_ _ observationperiod.
_: 6 monlhs.
Un,,,_ samplesim: 284.



Exhibit F.5

DI[STR_ON OF I._IGTH OF COMPLETED SP_-T-q
FOR HOUSEHOLDS CONSlSTING OF ABLE.BODFS_ ADULTS ONLY

IN _ MONTIt OF REC_

_muiative

Probability probability of
Months of closure closure

I 15.9_ 15.9_
2 11.7 27.6
3 8.4 36.0
4 ll.1 47.1
5 3.5 50.6
6 11.2 61.8

7 4.6 66.4
8 2.6 69.0
9 4.2 73.2

10 0.0 73.2
11 1.7 74.8
12 3.3 78.1

13 1.9 80.0
14 0.0 80.0
15 0.0 80.0
16 3.1 83.1
17 1.4 84.5
18 1.6 86.1

19 0.0 86.1
20 0.0 86.1
21 0.0 86.1
22 0.0 86.1
23 0.0 $,6.1
24 0.0 86.1

25+ 13.9 I00.0

1984 $1PP Panel {7use 1_ to_ 1986).

Estimates are _ on _al analysis of all non-left-censored spells beginning in
or alter the fifth mol the observation period.
Madinn: 5 months.
Unweit_ted samplesize: 158.



Exhibit F.6

DISTRIBUTION OF !J_NGTH OF COMPLETED SPEI2.,S
HOUSEHOLDS CONSISTING OF AGED AND DISABLED INDIVIDUALS

IN FIRST MONTH OF

' Cumulative

Probability probability of
Months of closure closure

I 9.4_ 9.4%
2 4.3 13.7
3 4.4 18.1
4 11.3 29.4
5 2.7 32.0
6 7.1 39.2

7 1.4 40.5
8 2.2 42.7
9 2.0 44.7
10 4.8 49.5
11 2.5 52.0
12 2.9 .54.9

13 2.0 56.9
14 0.0 56.9
15 1.9 58.7
16 0.0 58.7
17 1.9 60.6
18 0.0 60.6

19 0.0 60.6
20 2.5 63.1
21 0.0 63.1
22 0.0 63.1
23 5.1 68.2
24 0.0 68.2

25+ 31.8 I00.0

1984 SIPP Panel Ouno i_ to June 1986).

F_.sfimatmare _ on survival analysis of aHnon-lef¥censored spells beginning in
orafterthe:_ _ of theobservationperiod.
Median: 11_.
Unw_ samplesize: 158.



Exhibit F.7

DISTRIBUTION OF %]_GTH OF COMPLETED SP_ J-q
FOR HOUSEHOLDS CONSISTING OF ONE ADULT AND Cm_.nRKN

IN FIRST MONTH OF RECEIFr

Cumulative

Probability probability of
Months ofclosure closure

i

I 9.4_ 9.4_
2 6.8 16.2
3 4.3 20.4
4 6.8 27.2
5 5.3 32.5
6 8.1 40.7

7 2.1 42.8
8 5.8 48.6
9 0.6 49.2

10 1.4 50.6
11 0.6 51.2
12 2.9 54.1

13 1.0 55.1
14 0.0 55.1
15 3.1 58.2
16 1.9 60.1
17 1.2 61.3
18 1.0 62.3

19 1.2 63.5
20 0.0 63.5
21 0.0 63.5
22 0.0 63.5
23 0.0 63.5
24 0.0 63.5

25+ 36.5 100.0
ii

1984 SIPPPanel Oune1983 m June 1986).

F.stimatm are _oa sm'rival malysJs of all non-left-censored spells bel_nnmg in
or after the of the observationperiod.
Median:10m.
Unweif_! sample size: 212.



Exhibit F.8

DISTRIBLrI'ION OF T.I_IGTH OF COMPL,ErED SPELLS
HOUSEHO_S CONSIS'IING OF MULTIPI.K ADULTS AND CtlFIr.nREN

FIRST MONTH OF _C_

Cumulative

Probability pwbability of
Months ofclosure closure

I 17.8% 17.8%
2 11.1 28.9
3 7.4 36.2
4 12.0 48.2
5 5.0 53.2
6 4.3 57.5

7 3.7 61.2
8 4,4 65.7
9 1.1 66.8
10 2.5 69.3
11 1.4 70.6
12 2.2 72.9

13 1.0 73.9
14 3.1 77.1
15 1.6 78.7
16 1.0 79.7
17 1.3 81.0
18 1.6 82.6

19 3.6 86.1
2O 0.0 86.1
21 0.0 86.1
22 0.0 86.1
23 4.5 90.6
24 0.0 90.6

25+ 9.4 100.0
i IlliltI

1984 SIPP Pan,']Ouno 1983 m June 1986).

_ are_ onsurvivalanalysisof allnon4eft-censoredspellsbeginning in
or afro-_ _ observationperiod.
Median:$ _.
Unwoightodmmqgesize: 414.
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APPENDIX G

SOURCES OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN INDIVIDUAL-L_L
AND HOUSI_nOI2)-L_'_. DISTI_mUTIONS

It was shown in Chapter Three that the distributions of _ of completed food stamp

spells were very similar, both for the n:cipient popuhgon as a whole, and for the individual

subgroups. It could be, however, that _ diffenmces _ the net effects of several

forces operating in oppo_ directions. For some sub_oups, the relative importaace of these

forces may vary. Consider an individual i, living in hous_old h, who is receiving food stamps

in a given month. In the following month, there are ghee possible outcomes for this person:

· continued receipt of food stamps;

· non-receitx; or

· death, institutionalization, or emigration.

(Note that attrition from the sample h not a possibility here because the longitudinal sample

excludes amiters.)

$imilnrly, the possibilities for household h in the following mon_ arc:

· continued receipt of food stamps;

· non-n_ceipt; or

· dissolution, due to death or deImm_ of tefexv,ace person or spouse,
acquisition of a new spouse, etc.

Tnsrc m _s niae _ _ 'mdivid_ i a_l lms_ld h cm_. A, ,bown in

Bxhibit G.I, most of these would lead to no diffemice between spell length as measured for thc

individual or for the _

TWO C_l_Jnll_; of _ will ]_d hOUSe,llOld-l_el spells to Dc _ thnn

'ugividmd-lavel _. These am _ in which the household coatimu_ to exist and receive

food stamps, while the individual either stops n_ceivingfood stamps (e.g., a non-key person tach
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Exhibit G.1

IMPLICATIONS OF CHANGE IN FOOD STAMP RECEIPT STATUS OF
INDIVIDUALS AND LONGITUDINALHOUSI_IOLDS ON

RELATIVE SPELL LENGTHS

Household
i i

Continued Non- Dissolution

Individual receipt receipt

Individual Individual

Continued receipt None spell longer spell longer

Household None None
Non-receipt spell longer

Death, Household
institutionalization, None None
emigration spell longer
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as a grown child who leaves the household), or else dies or is institutionalized (typically a

non-key elderly or disabled person).

Conversely, two combinations lead to individual-level spells longer than household-level

i spells. These arc cases in which thc individual continues to receive food stamps, but thc
J

household either does not do so (suggesting that the individual in question is a non-key personi

who has split off}, or has ceased to exist. In an example that was seen in the SIPP data, a

woman in her 70s who lived alone for most of the ob_on period was joined by a young

child for six months. The woman received food stamps continuously for 24 months; but her

household type changed from nonfamUy to family and back Main, leading to three

houschold-levelspclisof lengths8, 6, and ]0 months,l?.specfively.

Whether use of household-level data causes an upward or a downward bias depends on

the relative frequencies of these types of events. It is usually assumed, however, tint household

reorga-;_tlon, leading to a downward bias in the length of household spelb, is the most

significant factorJ

In addition, there is a compositional factor that could lead to a divergence in

distributions, even without any spUt-offs or deaths. Suppose that the food stamp lX_lation

consists of large households and small households, and that members of large households have

longer spells. The members of large households neces_ffiy comprise a greater proportion of

'mdi_au_thant_ hrv_house_ compriseof_sehol_. n._ tb_av_ spell
for indi_,.,I.% which is a weighted average of the spell length for individuals residing in large

and small households, would be longer than the spell length for households.

_An additional_ m of__ m _ ignored in the m_ When

ahby isbom :_:_ ri,od_ (ora.n,n-n_.t.. moves
in,such. _ _ _ _ __above), m __ ofom_eempoi_omdci)anges
_n_.mnt.tUhavoa__hn_of__ _t_!v .,r_of
thc '._vi,_-_.vd than_ _ _, _ _ ts
irrelevant heaz, lmwever, _ the analysis is _ to persons who were present in the
sampled honsehoMswhen the sample was drawn, i.e., in November 1983. Newborn babies are
the_ore excluded, and the great majority of individuah who move in with included persons are
from outside the original sample.
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Because our interest is now focused on month-to-month changes, the contributions of

each of these factors to differences in observed patterns of participation between individuals and

households may be seen by analyzing impacts on the _. The closure rate is measured

based on all months of food stamp receipt in the observation period except the first four and the

last. The first four months are excluded because household composition data were not collected

consistently in the first wave; the last month is excluded because it is _mimown whether or not

the individual received food stamps in the subsequent month. This is in contrast with the

analysis sample used to analyze distribution of spell length, which included months in non-left-

censored spells only. Furtbermore, the subgroups for this part of the analysis are defined as of

the curr_t month of receipt, rather than in the month the spell began.

Nxhibit G.2 brings together a variety of measures of the closure rate, with information

on the sources of differences. The first two columns of the table show the closure rates for

individuals and households as a function of their _'s in a given month of receipt.

The third column shows household-level closure rates measured for individuals. This is

equivalent to measuring closure rates for households weighted by household size. This

t_-weighting does not change the estimated closure rates by very much. For the recipient

population as a whole, we see that the weighted household closure rate is a little higher ,hnq the

unweighted rate, indicating that larger households tend to have 'lu_ closure rates. The

difference in the two household-level closure rates is 0.3 percentage points. The difference does

not go in the same din_on for all subgroups, however. Comparison of the second and *hlrd

columns indicates, for example, that closure rates tend to be higher for childless households if

they are larger, and higher for households with children if they axe smaller. This is a plaum'ble

pancm. Nor one-adult households with 'chddten,smaller households have fewer children and

ate thus more likeiy to close. Most of the var_ti,,q in _ size for multiple adult

households with children is also in the number of childnm, so that the same reasoning applies.

i iiii

ITnus, for _,,,n_de, a food stamp recipient in a household without earnings this month has
only a 2.2 percent probability of closure next month. This is much lower than the monthly
probability of closure for individuals who began their spells of receipt without earnings, because
earnings may be achieved along the way.
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Exhibit G.2

SOURCE OF D_CIES B_ INDIVIDUAL AND
· HOUSEHOLD LEVEL SPELL LENGTHS

.......... ii ,i ,11 ii ,,,,,, ,,,, i i, i

S°Urcesof Difference
?........... _ ,, ,,,, , i, ,,,

Closure I_ate ...... Individual Spell Longer Household S_eell,Longer

Weighted by
Individual Household Household Household Individual

Level Level Size Departure Dissolves Departure dies,etc.
i , i,, ,,,,,,, ,,,,, i , ,

Earners 8. 1% 8.8% 8.4% 0.2% 1.0% 0.8% 0.0%
Nonearnen 2.2 2.'7 2.6 0.0 0.'7 0.4 0.0

High school grMuales 5.9 6.2 6.2 0.2 0.8 0.7 0.0
High school dropouts 3.5 4. I 4.0 0. I 1.0 0.5 0.0

Able-lxxlied, childless 7.6 7.5 8.3 0. I I a 1.6 i .0 0.0
Aged smddisabled 3.2 3.0 3.4 0.0 0.5 0.3 0.0
Single adult _ 2.4 3.2 2.8 0.0 0.6 0.2 0.0
children

Multiple adultsand 6.0 6.5 6.3 0.2 1.0 0.8 0.0
children

ALL RECIPIENTS 4.5 4.6 4.9 0. I 0.8 0.6 0.0
u i , . i ii mum I m I lull I i .mill ,,,I I I,,,, ,, I,UU

Source: 1984SIPP Panel (lane 1983 to June 1986).



For childless households, on the other hand, larger households are more likely to experience a

closure for two reasons: they have more adults who are actual and poten_ carncrs, and they

are more vulnerable to household d/ssolut/on.

For each month in which an individual received food stnmps, we can dete_ine whether

that individual-and the household of which that individual was a part-continued to exist in the

sample and to roccive food stamps in the foNowing month. The final four column_ of the exhibit

ShOW the lvJative frequencies of events that cause diff_ between individual- and

household-level closure rates. 'l'nese events are neceuatfiy measured on the '_ level.

The two events that comnpond to longer individual-length spells arc that while the individual

continues to receive food stamps from one month to the next, the household either ceases to do

so (implying that the individual must have left the household), or, more commonly, ceases to

exist. The two events that con,espo_ to longer household-length spells are that while thc j

household continues to exist and to receive food stamps, the individual either ceases to receive 1
!

food stamps (again, necessarily leaving the household), or else dies, is institutionalized, etc.

For the recipient population as a whole, in any give month 0. I percent of individu-.,s

continue to receive food stamps while their (former) households cease to d_ so, and 0.8 petc__t

continue to receive food stamps while their households cease to exit. On the other hand, 0.6

percent of individuals leave the food stamp program while members of their households continue

to panicip_, and a negligible proportion of recipients die, are insfimfionnl;-_4, etc. while their

households still receive benefits. The net effect (correcting for mending) is that the closure rate

for individuals is 0.4 percentage po/nts lower than the closure nm for households, we/ghted by

household size.

The_ vary somewhat _ the sub_vups, althou_ none of the net effects are

verylarge. Amonzab, --ipients, for example,1.6percentcontinueto

receive food stan_ when their _ dissolve, and another 0.1 percent exit from their

households and continue to receive food smnps while _ households cease to do so. These

e/Yorts Lv__, _, byfiJe 1.0_ of_ in this _ who cease

receiving food stamps while departing from households that continue to do so. The net effect
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of these movements is therefore only 0.7 percentage points. Net effects for the other subgroups

are smaller.

These impacts on closure rates correspond to impactson the lazard rate, rather than on

the pwbabRities of closure shown in Exhibits RI.2 and III.//. To &,etan approximate idea of

their policy implications, we may use the rehiio_ discussed in Appendix C that in a steady

state, the averagelmgth of n_ipt is equalto the z_cipwcalof the closurez-ate. For the
recipient population as a whole, therefore, a difference between closure rates of 4.5 and 4.9

percent would conr,spond to a difference in mean spell lengths of 22.2 versus 20.4 months-that

is, a two month difference. _

The main implications of this exhibit ate that:

· estimated closure rates and mean durations for the food stamp population
as a whole and for various subgroups are nearly the same, whether
measured on the individual level or the household level

· estimates based on household-level data would be only slightly different
if the households were we/ghted by size

· the events that are associated with individuals continuing to receive food
stamps while the households to which they belong no longer do so or
cease to exist, as well as the events associated with indivi_,nls ceasing to
_rece__ivefood stamps while their former households continue to do so, are
quite rare and largely counterbnlnncing.

, ° i i

_Asdiscusmlin _ C, however,tbeF-ood_ _ ww not ina suntdyrote
duringthe observationperiod. In fact, Ixtrti_ wasgrowing. The estimatedmeanspell
lengths presented in the text for individuah and (unweighted) households, which are adjusted for
,hi% are therefore slightly smaller than these values.
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